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ABSTRACT
This study investigated the relationship between a
person's feelings of locus of control and his appreciation
of aggressive humor. Locus of control has generally been
defined as the degree to which a person feels he has control
over his own destiny. However, in this study, the definition
of locus of control was the interaction between a person's
general feelings regarding control and the external control
cues to which he is responding. Aggressive humor was se-
lected to be investigated because of its relationship to the
concept of control, i.e., persons are generally expected to
control their feelings of aggression.
Most of the previous research involving humor has
included the assumption, either implicitly or explicitly,
that a drive reducing process is involved in responding
positively to aggressive humor. However, the findings re-
garding this assumption have been inconclusive, and have
demonstrated every possible relationship: a reduction in
drive strength, no change, and an increase in drive. The
reasons offered for the inconsistent findings have often
focused on the potential effects of situational variables
and personality factors.
The concept of control is related to both a person-
ality variable (locus of control) and situational variables
vii
(external controls), and has not teen studied in relation
to aggressive humor. The purpose of this study was to in-
vestigate the effects of locus of control and external con-
trols upon the appreciation of aggressive humor. The general
hypothesis of the study was that the greater degree of con-
trol a person feels over his reinforcements, the less funny
he will find aggressive humor.
The subjects were 120 male college students. Thirty
subjects each were placed into the following groups based
on their scores on two scales of locus of control and one
scale of aggression: (1) High aggression-internals, (2)
High aggression-Iixternals
, (3) Low aggression-internals,
(4) Low aggression-Externals
.
Different levels of control over the outcome of the
study were communicated by the three instructional sets.
The High control instructions stated that the subjects had
been especially selected to help develop a humor test for
college students. The Meutral instructions focused on de-
fining the kinds of humor college students prefer. The
Low control instructions emphasized the large number of
subjects in the study, and the random chance that any one
subject's humor ratings would ever be used.
After reading the instructions, the subjects rated
the funniness of sixty ca.rtoons on a ten-point scale of
humor. There were twenty each of Monsense, Mildly-aggressive
,
and Highly-aggressive cartoons. After rating the cartoons,
viii
the subjects answered two questions regarding the importance
of their participation in the study and the degree of skill
involved in making the ratings.
The findings indicated that a person's appreciation
of aggressive humor is dependent upon at least two factors:
(1) his level of "felt control"— the degree to which his
expectations of control are consistent with the external
control cues available to him (2) the levels of aggressive
humor to which he can respond. As felt control increases,
a person is more likely to express his aggressive feelings
directly through a preference for highly aggressive humor
material. As felt control decreases, he is more likely to
express his aggressive feelings indirectly through a pre-
ference for mildly aggressive humor material.
Tenative relationships were suggested between the
concept of felt control and the concepts of risk, responsi-
bility, and the need for social approval.
ix
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CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION
Humor is an everpresent aspect of a person's life and
is worthy of careful study. From Pogo
.
Peanuts
.
and the ed-
itorial cartoons in the daily newspaper to the plethora of
situation comedies on television, the public is continually
assaulted by material previously determined to be "funny" by
professional humorists. A person's reactions to humor reflect
something about him, and influence the way in which he is
treated by other persons. To have a "sense of humor" is gen-
erally regarded as an asset in interpersonal relationships,
and the ability to evoke laughter from others is valued by
many persons as an important skill.
In research on humor, there have generally been three
types of humor studied either individually or in various
combinations: aggressive, sexual, and nonsense. Aggressive
humor is the focus of the present study, and it is particu-
larly interesting because it combines elements of a socially
sanctioned form of communication (humor) and a socially in-
hibited behavior (aggression). Redlich, Levine, and Sohler
(1951) stated that: "As emotional behavior, humor lends
itself particularly to experimental and clinical investiga-
tion; it is one form of emotion in our culture that can be
expressed freely without restraint or anxiety. It is public
1
2and communicable; it is pleasurable and unstressful" (Redlich
et al, p. 718). On the other hand, there are social prohibi-
tions against the expression of aggression.
The study of aggressive humor has been focused particu-
larly on the question of whether or not it has a cathartic
effect upon a person's aggressive feelings or intentions
(Levine, 1969). The results of the studies of this proposed
relationship have been equivocal, in that, some studies have
demonstrated a reduction in aggressive motivation following
exposure to aggressive humor (Strictland, 1959; -Dworkin &
Efran, 1967); other studies have found no relationship (Young
& Frye, 1966); and still others have found an increase in
aggressiveness following exposure to aggressive humor (Berkowitz,
1970). The attempts to explain and understand the differences
in these results have led to discussions of many issues other
than the specific relationship between aggressive humor and
aggressive motivation. Some of the discussion has involved
differences in procedures. For example, in some of the earlier
studies of the cathartic hypothesis, a cathartic effect seemed
to occur whenever there was an intervening event, such as the
passage of time, between the arousal of aggressive feelings
and the exposure to aggressive humor (Strictland, 1959; Dworkin
& Efran, 1967). If the arousal procedure were followed immedi-
ately by the presentation of the humor material, the cathartic
effect did not occur (Bryne, 1957). More recently, this
suggested effect has not held up consistently (Singer, 1968),
3and the question of the effect of the intervening event is
still unanswered.
Others have discussed the effects of different forms
of humor material upon a person's appreciation of humor.
Redlich et al (1951) feel that cartoons are the best form of
humor through which to judge a person's reactions to humor,
while JDworkin and Efran (1967) suggest that orally presented
humor may be a more powerful means by which to study the
effects of humor upon aggressive motivation.
A major area of concern has been the question of how
personality differences influence a person's reactions to
aggressive humor. The only consistent finding thus far is
that aggressive or hostile persons prefer aggressive humor
(Levine, 1969). However, even this direct relationship must
be qualified when other personality variables such as need for
social approval are considered along with a person's level of
aggression (Hetherington & Wray, 1964).
Most investigators have acknowledged the potential
influence of situational variables upon a person's reactions
to aggressive humor, but there are few conclusions which can
be stated regarding how these variables influence the appre-
ciation of aggressive humor. It is, clear that in order for
humor to be appreciated its presentation must occur in a
situation which will allow the person to adopt a playful,
nonserious attitude, at least for a period of time (Levine,
1969). Other situational variables such as the sex of the
experimenter (Doris & Fierman, 1956), and the use of group
or individual administration of the humor material (Perl,
1933) have been shown to influence a person's reactions to
humor.
Realistically, it seems impossible to study the effects
of personality variables upon a person's reactions to aggres-
sive humor without also considering the potential effects of
situational variables alone or in combination with the person-
ality variables. Singer (1968), after discussing his results,
suggested that situationally determined attitudes and sets
probably were major influences in his subjects' reactions to
humor, but in ways he could not specify. Levine (1969), in
his discussion of experimental approaches to humor, indicates
the need to account for the influence of many dispositional
and situational variables, including personality and defensive
styles
.
Purpose of the Study
The present study is intended to investigate one
variable which seems likely to influence a person's reactions
to humor, that variable being locus of control. It is inter-
esting that this variable has not been studied previously in
this context, since the issue of control seems to be a central
one to the concept of aggression. The expression of aggressive
feelings is generally expected to be inhibited in our society.
The extent to which a person does or does not express his
5aggressive feelings openly often is perceived as an indication
of his ability to control himself. Also, the expression of
aggressive feelings is explained or justified often as a "loss
of control." This is not an attempt to suggest that aggressive
behavior and appreciation of aggressive humor are equivalent in
relation to "loss of control," but it will be shown later in
the review of the literature that a person's feelings regarding
aggression may be reflected in his reactions to aggressive
humor.
The purpose of this study then was to investigate the
relationship between a person's feelings of control over his
reinforcements and his appreciation of aggressive humor. This
relative feeling of control is defined here as the result of
the interaction of a person's general feelings regarding locus
of control and the external controls inherent in the situation
in which he is exposed to the aggressive humor. The use of
subjects differing in levels of locus of control and the manip-
ulation of the external control cues allowed for the observa-
tion of the interaction of these two variables.
In order to better understand the potential influence
of other variables upon this relationship, subjects were not
only grouped according to their locus of control scores, but
also according to their scores on a measure of aggression.
Since the level of aggression within aggressive cartoons can
vary greatly, and reactions to different levels of aggressive
humor could lead to different interpretations, the cartoons
6used as humor stimuli in the study were divided into differ-
ent levels of aggression. As suggested above, there were
also different levels of external control communicated
through the use of different instructional sets.
CHAPTERI I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
The review of the literature is divided into several
sections. The first section contains studies of Experimental
Arousal, and includes most of the studies which have attempted
to determine if aggressive humor can have a cathartic effect
upon aggressive feelings. In addition, there are studies of
the effects of anxiety arousal upon subsequent exposure to
humor.
A second group of studies deals with the influence of
Situational Variables upon humor appreciation. This group
includes those studies in which the intention was to investigate
certain situational variables, and also those studies whose
results were inadvertently effected in unpredicted ways by
situational variables. The next group of studies are concerned
with the effect of Humor Content upon a person's appreciation
of humor. In these studies, there is an attempt to relate
specific aspects of the humor material itself to the results of
the studies.
In the next section are studies focusing on Personality
Factors
. and their relationship to the appreciation of humor.
These studies generally involve preselection of subjects on
one or more variables, and then attempts to relate these
7
8variables to the subjects' reactions to humor material. The
next series of studies deals with the relationship between
Aggressive Humor and Inhibition
. These studies show that
some of the same reactions a person shows to aggressive cues
may be displayed when he is exposed to aggressive humor.
Another group of studies is presented to illustrate
the potential effects of external controls upon a person's
appreciation of aggressive humor ( Aggressive Humor and External
Controls ) . These studies were selected either because the
author perceived his results as dependent to some extent upon
the effects of external controls or because the effects of
external control were not considered by the author and provide
an alternative way of viewing the results.
A final group of studies involves the variable Locus of
Control
.
The presentation of these studies is intended to
highlight the differences on other variables of subjects differ-
ing on locus of control, so that a rationale can be developed
to predict how the locus of control variable will effect the
appreciation of aggressive humor.
Experimental Arousal
Most of the previous research involving humor has
included the assumption, either implicitly or explicitly, that
some sort of tension-releasing or drive-reducing process is
involved in responding positively to humorous stimuli (Bryne,
1956). This view of humor is consistent with the psychoanaly-
tic theory of humor. Freud felt that humor is a basic mechanism
9of adaptation which accomplishes its goal through a saving in
the expenditure of feeling and through a pleasurable return to
infantile modes of functioning (Freud, 1928).
According to Freud, aggressive humor can be regarded as
one form of "tendentious humor": jokes which serve some sexual
(broadly defined) or aggressive purpose (Freud, I960). While
in all forms of humor some pleasure is derived from the mental
processes involved (e.g., word play), in tendentious humor, the
expression and partial gratification of impulses which are
barred from more direct expression provide an additional source
of pleasure. He proposed that aggressive humor is a veiled form
of attack which satisfies an aggressive motive of its author.
Cartoons, jokes, or anecdotes which disparage an object or
emphasize themes of its destruction or suffering are all includ-
ed in this category of humor.
When an audience laughs at or enjoys aggressive humor,
it has accepted the humorist's implicit invitation to join in
the assault. The presence of one or many devices within the
humorous material which serve to make the aggression seem unreal
or innocuous facilitates the process. This screen or "joke
facade" presumably helps the humorist bypass his and his
audience's inhibitions which would otherwise make expression
and enjoyment of such material difficult. Thus, the presence
of mild inhibitions may be a necessary precondition for the
fullest enjoyment of aggressive humor. Particularly strong
inhibitions are likely to undermine the joke facade and there-
fore interfere with the appreciation of aggressive humoi .
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There have been several types of investigations involv-
ing aggressive humor which have focused on the potential cath-
artic effect of such humor as proposed by Freud. Many studies
have involved attempts to "arouse" subjects and then measure
the effects of aggressive humor on them (Strictland, 1959;
Bryne, 1957; Dworkin & Efran, 1967). The results of these
studies have been inconclusive, and, in part, reflect the
wide variation in the intent of the arousal procedure, the
arousal technique, the choice of dependent variables, and the
type of humor stimuli used.
In one group of arousal studies, the purpose of the
experimental procedure was to anger the subjects, and then have
them react to humor material. Strictland (1959) predicted that
subjects who were first frustrated and angered would respond
more favorably to humorous material of a hostile nature than to
other types of humor. He had two experimental groups (Hostile,
Sexual) and a control group. Each subject in the Hostile group
was met by a disgruntled experimenter at the beginning of the
study and was told that he would be with him "in just a minute.
The subject was made to wait for twenty minutes, and then had
to complete a humor test. In the Sexual group, each subject
rated a group of ten photographs of nude models on their sexual
attractiveness, and then took the humor test. The control
group was simply given the humor test.
The humor test consisted of rating thirty-three cartoons
eleven aggressive, eleven sexual, and eleven nonsense or
neutral. Strictland found that the Hostile group rated the
aggressive cartoons significantly funnier than either the
sexual or nonsense cartoons. Also, within the Sexual group,
the sexual cartoons were preferred significantly more than
the neutral or aggressive ones. He concluded that he had
demonstrated the sensitivity of humor appreciation to situa-
tional influence and also that a subject's response to humor
can generally be controlled by arousal of different types of
motivation.
Although this study could be said to uphold the
psychoanalytic theory of humor, Strictland reached a different
conclusion. He felt that the concept of suppression could
more adequately explain his data than repression. He suggested
that repressed motivations might account for a person's consis-
tent, long term humor preferences, operating in so called
"neutral" situations. Suppression, on the other hand, may
account for momentary short term preferences that can be super-
imposed when specifically provoked.
Bryne (1957) did a study quite similar to Strictland 's
but with different results. He had Aggression Arousal and
Sexual Arousal experimental groups and a control group. His
subjects were tested in groups. In the Aggression Arousal
procedure, a second experimenter asked to use the subject group
for a short pilot study, and then administered a confusing
"spatial concentration test" in an insulting and provoking
manner. Immediately afterward, a cartoon test was given by the
first experimenter. The Sexual Arousal group read literary
12
passages containing sexual material prior to taking the cartoon
test. In the control condition, half the subjects read neutral
passages from the same literary sources as the sexual passages,
and the other half took the spatial concentration test from a
mild mannered and polite experimenter.
The cartoon test consisted of sixty-four cartoons:
sixteen hostile, sixteen sexual, sixteen ridicule (no overt
hostility, but cartoonist seems to be ridiculing the central
character), and sixteen nonsense. The results showed no
significant preferences for the hostile cartoons by the
Aggression Arousal group. The hostile cartoons were consider-
ed the most funny by all groups while the other three types
received similar ratings. In an article concerning the dis-
crepancies in his and Strictland's findings, Bryne (1961)
focused on the procedural differences in the studies. He felt
that the two most crucial differences were in the administration
of the humor test and the methods used to rate the cartoons.
In Strictland's study, the subjects were tested individu-
ally; Bryne ' s subjects were tested in groups. It has been found
that the general ratings of humor differ in group and individual
situations (Perl, 1933). The rating method used by Strictland
was for each subject to rate a cartoon independently on a
fifteen-point scale of funniness. Bryne 's subjects had to
place sixteen cartoons in each of four categories of funniness.
One additional important difference in their aggression arousal
procedures was the waiting period for Strictland's subjects
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between the time of arousal and the humor test. Bryne's
subjects were given the humor test immediately following the
arousal condition. While it is impossible to determine the
extent to which the above procedural differences had an effect
upon the findings in these two studies, the necessity for care-
ful selection of the dependent variable and control of the
effect of extraneous variables is evident.
Dworkin and Efran (1967) attempted to explain Bryne's
negative findings as possibly the result of his experimental
design. They felt that unless there is an independent measure
of the effects of arousal, the negative relationships found
between motivational states and humor preferences may merely
reflect a failure to arouse the desired affect. They also
suggested that orally presented material may be more potent
than either cartoons or jokes, and the results of studies
using only these forms of humor may not hold for all humor.
They investigated the relationship between anger and
humor using an independent index of arousal, orally presented
humor material, and a measure of the effect of humor on aroused
anger. The arousal measure was a modified form of the Nowlis-
Green Mood Adjective Check List (MACL, Nowlis, 1965). It
consisted of twenty-eight words concerning mood. Subjects were
instructed to indicate how they felt at a given moment by re-
sponding to each word on a four-point continuum from rw
(definitely do not feel this way at the moment) to vv
(definitely feel this way at the moment). Two scores were
14
obtained from this measure: a hostility score and an anger
score. The humor stimuli consisted of taped selections from
comedy record albums. There were six hostile and six nonhos-
tile humor selections, matched for funniness. There were also
six control tapes consisting of documentary readings and music.
The arousal procedure was used with a group of thirty
subjects who were first asked to write a short autobiographical
sketch, and then were berated by the experimenter for the con-
tent and use of grammar in the sketches. Immediately following
this arousal procedure, the subjects were told to fill out the
MACL. Then twenty of the subjects were given a humor rating
form and were told they were to rate the "funniness" of some
taped selections on a seven-point scale ranging from "not funny
at all" to "extremely funny." The remaining ten aroused sub-
jects listened to the control tapes and rated them on "interest
level." In a separate group of twenty control subjects, ten
listened to the hostile humor tapes, ten listened to the non-
hostile humor tapes, and then they rated them without having
been aroused by the experimenter.
They predicted that: (1) angered subjects would rate
humor as "funnier" than nonangered subjects; (2) feelings of
anger would be mitigated by exposure to humor, and this effect
would be greatest with the hostile humor; (3) angered subjects
would appreciate hostile jokes more than nonhostile jokes,
whereas nonangered subjects would appreciate nonhostile jokes
more than hostile jokes; (4) there would be a positive relation-
ship between the appreciation of humor and its effectiveness in
15
decreasing anger. Their results indicated that the arousal
procedure was successful, and both the hostile and nonhostile
humor resulted in significant decreases in hostility scores,
while the control tapes did not. They also found a significant
interaction between anger and humor content. In other words,
the hostile humor was rated significantly funnier by the
angered subjects than by the nonangered subjects. They con-
cluded that humor preferences are sensitive to at least one
kind of arousal: anger.
Singer (1968) questioned the conclusion by Dworkin and
Efran that the reduced hostility scores of their aroused sub-
jects following exposure to the humor material were the result
of a cathartic effect, since there was no correlation between
"funniness" ratings of hostile humor and the amount of aggres-
sion reduction as measured by the MACL* Singer examined the
possible cathartic and tension-reducing function of hostile
humor focusing on themes of revenge and destruction. Specific-
ally, he had half of his "Negro" subjects first listen to a
recording listing incidents of degradation and torture of
civil rights workers in the South followed by excerpts from an
actual speech by a militant segregationist (Arousal condition).
The other half of the subjects listened to a shortened version
of an essay by a noted "Negro" author in which the problems of
"Negro" identity and race relations were presented in a nonin-
flammatory manner. The subjects were then exposed to one of
three tapes: (l) a hostile humor tape by a "Negro" performer
who focused his wrath on segregationists, (2) a neutral tape
16
by the same humorist with the focus on the plight of the
average man, or (3) a control tape which was a "lively"
discussion by a "Negro" author from which all humorous remarks
and laughter had been deleted.
Singer attempted to deal with some of the inconsisten-
cies in the findings of former studies of the effects of
motivational arousal upon humor appreciation. Both Strictland
(1959) and Dworkin and Efran (1.967) had found that aggression
arousal increased appreciation of aggressive humor. Bryne
(1957) found no such relationship. In both of the studies
which found the positive relationship, there was an interposed
activity between aggression arousal and the presentation of the
humorous material. Strictland 's subjects sat and waited for
twenty minutes; Dworkin and Efran ' s subjects filled out a mood
checklist. Bryne' s subjects rated the humor material immediate-
ly following the arousal procedure. Singer had half of his
subjects exposed to the humor material immediately following
the arousal procedure, and then they filled out a mood check-
list. The remaining subjects filled out the mood checklist
immediately after being "aroused" and again after being exposed
to the humor material, a pre-post condition. In addition, to
maximize the "sensitivity" of his experiment: (1) the "hate
object" of the arousal procedure was the target of the hostile
humor; (2) a measure of motive strength served as the dependent
measure of aggression rather than aggressive behavior; (3)
tension was also measured to assure that seemingly cathartic
effects were not due to increased anxiety or guilt; (4) the
17
experimental sessions were carried out in field settings.
Singer's major hypotheses were that: (1) angered sub-
jects would show increased appreciation of hostile humor dir-
ected at the target of the aroused aggressive impulses; (2) for
previously angered subjects, exposure to such humor would lead
to a reduction of aggressive impulse strength; (3) among the
aroused subjects, those exhibiting the most enjoyment of the
hostile humor would show the greatest reduction in aggressive
motivation
.
Racial tensions during the time he gathered the data
required a division of his subjects into early summer and late
summer groups, by the clear differences in their patterns of
responding. Also, the use of the mood checklist immediately
following the arousal procedure not only measured the subjects'
arousal state, but also seemed to reduce it in an unknown
manner. Therefore, the data from those subjects who filled
out the checklist immediately following the arousal procedure
was not used in the testing of the hypotheses of the study.
Singer found that the arousal procedure evoked consider-
able aggressive impulses and anxiety, especially among the late
summer subjects. However, the arousal of aggressive impulses
had no effect on humor appreciation, even though both hostile
and neutral humor reduced aroused aggressive motivation and
tension. Singer concluded that there is no simple one-to-one
relationship between the strength of aggressive impulses and
appreciation of hostile humor. He suggested that situational
18
variables may have influenced his findings especially relating
to the attitude set of his subjects prior to the introduction
of the humorous material.
Landy and Mettee (1969) investigated the potential cath-
artic effects of humor by having subjects evaluate an experimen-
ter following his arbitrary attack on them. They hoped to
determine if subjects' specific hostile feelings toward an
anger arousing agent could be reduced through the enjoyment of
hostile humor, even when the subjects were unaware of the hos-
tile nature of the humor. Female subjects were run in pairs,
and at the beginning of the experiment one was verbally attacked
by a first experimenter who then departed. Plausible grounds
v/ere then created for the subjects to rate the first experimen-
ter on the basis of "liking." The evaluation came either
immediately after the attack, after rating a series of photo-
graphs, or after rating a series of hostile and nonhostile
cartoons. They predicted that the subjects who v/ere attacked
would find the hostile humor funnier than those subjects v/ho
merely witnessed the attack. They also expected that those
subjects exposed to the humorous stimuli after the attack would
be less negative in their evaluation of the attacking experimen-
ter than the subjects who evaluated the experimenter first or
v/ere exposed to photographs of people for a comparable length
of time. The subjects were also required to evaluate the second
experimenter on a scale of liking.
They found no significant differences in subjects'
reactions to hostile and nonhostile humor. Hov/ever, exposure
19
to humor did have a significant effect on the rating of the
first experimenter, in that the subjects exposed to the humor
before the evaluation rated the experimenter higher on the
liking scale than did the subjects who evaluated him first or
were exposed to the photographs first. From their findings,
it was impossible for them to determine if exposure to hostile
humor or to humor in general was responsible for the reduction
of hostile feelings toward the insulting experimenter. They
suggested that exposure to humor might produce responses in-
compatible with the expression of hostility.
Berkowitz (1970) questioned the findings which suggest
that aggressive humor can have a cathartic effect on a person's
aggressive inclinations. He, in fact, felt that aggressive
humor can function as a stimulus to aggressive responses rather
than lead to inhibition of further aggression. He criticized
Landy and Mettee's (1969) results in that their subjects were
not aware of the hostile nature of the humor to which they were
exposed. Berkowitz stated that catharsis requires that affect
must be clearly and consciously experienced, and this feeling
then is followed by a reduction in this same emotional state.
A minimal requirement of catharsis, from Berkowitz' s point of
view, is that the subjects be aware of the aggressive nature
of the humor, something which was not true of Landy and Mettee's
subjects. He also questioned Singer's (1968) findings as a
verification of the cathartic value of aggressive humor. He
suggested that the hostile humor directed at the source of
Singer's subjects feelings of arousal, i.e., the "hate object,"
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might have provided a "sense of mastery" over the source of
the frustration and reduced the subjects' level of anger,
disregarding the effect of the hostile humor.
To test his own hypotheses, Berkowitz set up the follow-
ing study. He had subjects either provoked or given a non-
arousing treatment by a peer and then listen to a tape of a
hostile or a nonhostile comedian. Next, the subjects evaluated
their peer either before or after rating the humor. In this
study, the hostile humor was clearly understandable as hostile,
but was not directed at the source of the subjects' frustration.
Berkowitz predicted that the aggressive or hostile humor would
function as a stimulus to further aggression. He found that
subjects exposed to hostile humor were significantly more aggres
sive in their evaluation of their peer than subjects exposed to
neutral humor. He concluded that angry people will be less
aggressive toward their tormentors after exposure to hostile
humor only if this humor is regarded as belittling to the
instigator or if the aggressive nature of the humor is not clear
ly detected. In other cases, hostile humor would lead to in-
creased aggressiveness.
In addition to studies of anger arousal, several research
ers have specifically measured the effects of hurnor appreciation
on subjects who have been made anxious. O'Connell (I960)
measured college students' level of adjustment with a self-
report inventory; placed them either in a stressful or nonstress
ful condition; then had them rate a series of jokes. The stress
groups were berated by a faculty member regarding their attitude
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while completing the self-report inventory which had been given
on a previous day. O'Connell predicted that the aroused sub-
jects would appreciate the humor material significantly more
than the unaroused subjects. This hypothesis was not confirmed.
He did find an interaction between level of adjustment and de-
gree of stress. Thus, maladjusted persons appreciated the hos-
tile humor less when stress was administered and the opposite
was true for the well-adjusted subjects.
Bryne (1958) also investigated the effect of increased
tension upon the appreciation of humor. He predicted that car-
toons would be rated as more amusing under conditions of in-
creased tension as compared with neutral conditions. His sub-
jects were tested in two sessions. The first session was to
establish a base humor rating and was carried out during a
regular class in which the subjects rated a set of cartoons on
their funniness. Three weeks later, the subjects were tested
under one of three possible conditions: (1) prior to a midterm
exam, (2) prior to a class party, (3) following a midterm exam.
The subjects' testing consisted of their rating a set of car-
toons equivalent to the set of cartoons previously rated. The
subjects' ratings were found not to have been effected signifi-
cantly by the experimental treatments. Bryne did find a car-
toon sequence effect, with the cartoons being rated funnier
from the beginning to the end of the series, even though the
order of the cartoons was counterbalanced. He concluded that
this effect may have been influenced by the drive to complete
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the task, and that as the subject neared the end of the series,
his drive level increased and thus his response to the humor.
Levine and Abelson (1959) investigated the anxiety
arousing effect of humor material itself. They used the car-
toons which make up the Mirth Reponse Test (Redlich, et al
,
1951)
and had each cartoon rated on a seven-point scale of disturbing-
ness by a group of psychiatrists and psychiatric residents.
The average disturbingness rating was used as a measure of the
potential anxiety-arousing qualities of each cartoon. Each
subject first looked over each cartoon ostensibly to become
familiar with the stimuli. The experimenter noted any sponta-
neous reactions of the subjects to each cartoon. Then the
subject was asked to sort the cartoons into piles of those he
liked, those he disliked, and those toward which he felt indif-
ferent. Finally, he was asked to select the five cartoons he
liked the most and the five he liked the least. The subjects
were psychiatric patients with widely varying severity of symp-
toms, and the control group consisted of Naval enlistees. They
found that the psychiatric patients showed a preference for
cartoons which were rated as minimally disturbing, whereas the
control subjects appeared to have no preference and enjoyed
the more disturbing ones equally well as the less disturbing
ones. The authors concluded their findings suggest that the
response to humorous stimuli may be significantly influenced
hy emotional disturbances and mental illness.
Instead of attempting to increase their subjects'
anxiety or anger through arousal, Singer et al (1967) attempted
3to bring about a marked heightening of the inhibitions against
expressing aggression. They predicted that such an increase
in their subjects' inhibitions against aggression would result
in decreased ability to enjoy aggressive humor, but would not
effect ratings of nonaggressive humor. They also predicted
that this effect would be more pronounced as the intensity of
the aggression in the cartoons increased. Their subjects were
first to rate a series of etchings by Goya; either those featur-
ing brutality and sadism (Inhibition condition) or those featur-
ing benign social scenes (Control condition). Then the subjects
rated twelve cartoons on an eight-point scale from "not at all
funny" to "extremely funny." The cartoons were either mildly
aggressive, highly aggressive, or minimally aggressive (neutral).
As they had predicted, their Inhibition group subjects rated
the aggressive cartoons as less funny than the control subjects,
and the difference was greater for the highly aggressive car-
toons. It was also found that the Inhibition condition had no
significant effect on the Inhibition groups' ratings of nonsense
or neutral cartoons as compared to the Control groups' ratings.
These findings suggest that the experimental procedure did
lead to a heightened inhibition against aggression for the sub-
jects in the inhibition condition and the inhibitions signifi-
cantly effected their appreciation of the aggressive cartoons.
This series of studies points out clearly the difficulty
in assuming that exposure to aggressive humor will generally
have a cathartic effect upon a person's aggressive feelings.
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While the results of certain studies indicated that arousal of
anger led to a preference for aggressive cartoons (Strictland,
1959; Dworkin & Efran , 1967), in other studies, no such rela-
tionship was found (Singer, 1968; Bryne, 1957). In fact,
Berkowitz (1970) concluded that his results showed an increase
in aggressiveness by his subjects after they had been exposed
to aggressive humor. However, it is agreed by most of the
authors that under certain circumstances exposure to aggressive
humor can lead to a reduction in aggressive feelings.
Berkowitz (1970) listed two of these circumstances: (1) when
the aggressive content of the humor is not detected by the
subjects, (2) when the humor is perceived by the subjects as
belittling to the "anger instigator."
In the studies of anxiety arousal, there are two conclu-
sions which seem possible. First, the arousal of a general
state of anxiety in subjects seems to have little effect upon
appreciation of humor. However, the arousal of anxiety specifi-
cally related to the humor material, either through presenting
cartoons of varying degrees of "disturbingness", or through
exposing subjects to pictorial scenes of violence before expos-
ing them to the humor may lead to an inhibition of the apprecia-
tion of the humor material (Levine & Abelson, 1959; Singer et al
,
1967).
Situational Variables
In addition to studies focusing on arousal of specific
motivational states, other investigators have looked at
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situational variables as they relate to the appreciation of
humor. Doris and Fierman (1956) apparently inadvertently
discovered a potential effect of the sex of the experimenter
in relation to the appreciation of humor of subjects differing
in levels of anxiety. On the basis of a self-rated general
anxiety questionnaire, two groups of subjects were selected:
High anxious and Low anxious. The humor stimuli were cartoons
selected from the Mirth Response Test and then divided into
three groups: aggressive, sexual and nonsense. Each subject
looked over the cartoons while their overt reactions were being
noted by the examiner, and then rated each cartoon on a fifteen-
point scale from "Very much disliked" to "Very much liked."
The subjects then had to explain the point of each joke. There
were two examiners, one male, one female, and each ran an equal
number of male and female subjects. They found that the High
anxious subjects rated the aggressive cartoons significantly
lower than the Low anxious subjects, but this difference was
significant only for the subjects who were tested by the exam-
iner of the opposite sex. More specifically, the sex of the
examiner seemed to primarily effect the Low anxious subjects
who stated a greater preference for aggressive cartoons when
tested by the opposite sex examiner.
Young and Frey (1966) attempted to study some of the
effects of situational variables and anger arousal upon humor
appreciation. In one part of their study, they had subjects
exposed to a hostile experimenter or a neutral experimenter
either individually or in groups. The subjects then rated a
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series of forty jokes on a five-point scale of funniness, and
then checked the category that best fit the joke: humor, wit
(aggression), nonsense, or sex. The difference between the
individual and the group administration condition was simply
the placement of a partition on a table top to separate the
subjects. There was no control for laughing in the "indi-
vidual" condition even though the subjects could not see or
talk to each other. Following the presentation of the jokes,
the subjects filled out a questionnaire for the experimenter
to obtain an index of their attitude toward the experiment and
the experimenter. Their findings indicated the effectiveness
of their arousal technique as there was a significant increase
in the insulted subjects' aggressive attitudes toward the ex-
perimenter as compared with the control subjects. There were
no significant differences in responses from subjects under the
group condition when compared to the individual condition, which
seems quite understandable since the two procedures were not
markedly different, except for the lack of visual cues from the
other subjects in the "individual" condition. There were no
findings to indicate that the subjects' exposure to humor had
any cathartic effect on their aggressive attitudes toward the
insulting experimenter.
An additional part of their study involved the use of an
attractive female confederate who became an "accidental" member
of each experimental group. Depending upon the experimental
condition, she reacted one of three possible ways while rating
the series of forty jokes: (1) she laughed at all ten sex
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jokes and ten others; (2) she made no response to the sex
jokes, but laughed at twenty others; (3) she acted embarassed
by the sex jokes but laughed at twenty others. The results of
this part of the study demonstrate the profound effect that a
confederate can have over other subjects' responses to humor.
The authors reported that the male subjects seemed to key their
responses to any available cues from the female confederate and
seemed to lose their discriminatory ability in relation to the
funniness of the jokes.
Malpass and Fitzpatrick (1959) attempted to study the
effect of individual versus group administration upon humor
appreciation, among both male and female subjects. The procedure
involved the presentation of jokes or cartoons of three types
(aggressive, sex, and whimsical) to subjects either individual-
ly, in small groups (6-7Ss) or in large groups (26-30Ss). The
subjects were asked to rate the humor material on a seven-point
scale for funniness. All the subjects went through each of the
three administration procedures, and thus were their own con-
trols. They found that subjects rated jokes as significantly
funnier in large groups than in either the small groups or
individually. For cartoons, the individual condition led to
significantly higher ratings than either the small group or the
large group conditions. The only other significant difference
was between male and female subjects' ratings of sexual humor,
with the males giving the higher ratings. Malpass and
Fitzpatrick's findings are consistent with Perl's (1933) study
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in which he found that vocally presented jokes were rated
funnier when administered in a group rather than individually.
This series of studies has shown the potential influence
of situational variables upon humor appreciation. They have
demonstrated that the sex of the experimenter, the method of
administering the humor material, and the presence of an
"attractive" confederate of the opposite sex can all signifi-
cantly effect a person's appreciation of humor material.
Humor Content
The reactions of persons to the characters depicted in
humorous material have been the focus of some investigations.
Although Hammes and Wiggin ' s (1962) purpose was not to study
the "identification" of their subjects with the characters in
their humor material, they nevertheless concluded that this
effect may have accounted for their findings. The purpose of
their study was to investigate the relationship between level
of anxiety as measured by a self-rating scale and the apprecia-
tion of humor focusing on depression, worry, and tension. Sub-
jects were selected based on anxiety scores and for each of two
anxiety levels there were groups of sixteen males and sixteen
females. The subjects rated the cartoon strips (taken from
Peanuts ) on a seven-point scale of humor. Ten of the thirty
cartoons were judged "a priori" to be "emotional" ones. The
authors predicted that High anxious subjects would give signifi-
cantly lower ratings compared to the Low anxious subjects.
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Their results indicated that this effect was found for the male
subjects only. The authors suggested the mechanism of "identi-
fication" as an explanation for this unexpected result. The
"emotional" cartoons largely involved male characters and the
high anxious males might have been more likely to have identi-
fied with the cartoon character's predicaments, and thus found
the humor less amusing.
The findings of Roberts and Johnson (1957) are not con-
sistent with the interpretation of Hammes and Wiggins concern-
ing their results. In their study, Roberts and Johnson had
twenty-eight psychiatric patients rate the funniness of a series
of twelve cartoons on a four-point scale, then describe the
point of each cartoon, and tell what were the thoughts and feel-
ings of the cartoon characters. The subjects were also given
an "Empathy Inventory" and were rated on empathic capacity by
two psychologists who knew them well. They predicted a positive
relationship between ability to empathize and perceived funni-
ness. Those subjects who rated the cartoons most humorous gave
the most empathic responses to the cartoons. Because Roberts
and Johnson did not indicate the types of cartoons used in their
study and because of the different subject populations used, it
is difficult to compare the above two studies. However, the
question of the effect of a subject's potential identification
with the characters in humorous material remains to be deter-
mined
.
Gutman and Priest (1969) attempted to look at this
question through the manipulation of the perceived character of
30
the protagonists in an aggressive joke. They predicted that a
"good" person who acts in a hostile manner would be seen as
less hostile and more humorous than a "bad" person doing the
same thing. They also predicted that a victim who "deserved"
the hostility he received would elicit more humor than an
undeserving victim. They presented similar jokes with the fol-
lowing variations in the character of the aggressor and the
victim: good aggressor-bad victim; good aggressor-good victim;
bad aggressor-good victim; bad aggressor-bad victim. Each sub-
ject read four different stories. He was instructed to read
them all first, and then rate the following: (1) the humor to
the story, (2) the hostility of the punchline, (3) the social
acceptability of the aggressor, (4) the social acceptability of
the victim, (5) the justifiability of the aggression. Both of
their major hypotheses were confirmed. The major source of
humor in the jokes was the character of the aggressor: when
the aggressor was perceived as socially acceptable, the joke
was rated as significantly more humorous. In addition, the
justifiability of aggression was primarily determined by the
perceived character of the aggressor.
This group of studies has shown that the content of the
humor material may specifically enhance or inhibit a person's
reactions to humor. There are some inconsistencies in the re-
sults regarding the effect of "identification" upon the appre-
ciation of humor. However, Gutman and Priest (1969) demonstrat-
ed that the perception by the subjects of the protagonists in a
humor situation can lead either to an increase or decrease in
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the appreciation of a joke depending upon how the characters
of the aggressor and the victim are presented in the joke.
Personality Factors
A final area of study regarding aggressive humor has
involved attempts to relate certain personality variables to
a person's appreciation of aggressive humor (Murray, 1934).
Using paper and pencil questionnaires, he assessed the aggres-
sive sentiments and aggressive behavior of the students in one
of his university classes. He found that aggressive sentiments
were highly related to the appreciation of disparaging jokes
while aggressive behavior was not. He concluded that laughter
at derisive jokes was a consequence of repressed hate.
Bryne (1956) questioned this conclusion and sought to
study the relationship among: (1) behavior ratings of expres-
sion of hostility, (2) appreciation of hostile humor, (3) the
ability to recognize that cartoons contain hostility. Subjects
were psychiatric patients who were rated as being overtly hos-
tile, covertly hostile, or nonhostile in their behavior. Each
subject was asked to place the thirty-two stimulus cartoons
sixteen hostile, sixteen nonhostile into four equal piles:
most funny, next, next, and least funny. Then the subjects
divided the cartoons into aggressive and neutral piles. Bryne
found that subjects who expressed hostility found hostile car-
toons funnier than those subjects who did not. He explained
his findings in Hullian terms: a positive response to a
particular humorous theme is a function of both drive and habit
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strength, and the appreciation of hostile cartoons is simply
an expression of hostility by individuals who also express
hostility in other situations. Thus individuals with strong
aggressive drives who experience drive reduction by expressing
hostility in a given situation have increased habit strength
for the expression of hostility in that situation.
Hetherington and Wray (1966) studied subjects differing
in levels of aggressive need as measured by the Aggression
scale of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. They
attempted to investigate the effects of stress, and the perform-
ing of an aggressive act on ratings of aggressive, sexual, and
nonsense cartoons by High aggression and Low aggression sub-
jects. Subjects first either tried to assemble several easy
block designs (Nonstress condition) or several difficult block
designs which could not be completed within the time limit
(Stress condition). In the Stress condition, the subjects were
then berated by the experimenter for their poor performance.
The experimental aggression condition involved the female sub-
jects administering "shocks" to the insulting experimenter while
a second experimenter, a woman, "calibrated" a shock apparatus
and berated the first experimenter for his behavior while being
"shocked." These subjects thus were witnesses to an aggressive
model and also committed an aggressive act. Following this
procedure, the subjects then rated forty-five cartoons on a
five-point scale of funniness.
They found that for High aggression subjects, the
experimental aggression condition led to significantly higher
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ratings of aggressive humor, and the Stress condition alone
had no significant effect on cartoon ratings. The effect of
the aggression on Low aggression subjects was to lower their
ratings of aggressive cartoons significantly in combination
with the Stress condition, and near the .05 level of signifi-
cance without the Stress condition. The authors explained
their findings for High aggression subjects as being indica-
tive that the experimental aggression condition provided im-
plicit approval of the performance of aggressive acts, and led
to the increased ratings of aggressive humor. These results
are consistent with those of Bryne (1955) and Berkowitz (1970).
The Low aggression subjects' performance was explained in terms
of the experimental aggression condition mobilizing the inhibi-
tions toward aggression of subjects who customarily express
little hostility. Their increased inhibitions could have then
led to their lower ratings of the aggressive cartoons.
In an earlier stiidy ( Hetherington and Wray, 1964), the
influence of aggressive drive and need for social approval upon
humor preferences under an alcohol and non alcohol condition was
investigated. Subjects were grouped according to their scores
on the Marl owe-Crown e Social Desirability Scale and the Aggres-
sion scale of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. Groups
of eight subjects were run at a time. All the subjects were
given a drink, half of the drinks contained a quantity of
alcohol which was not detectable by smell or taste. After a
forty-five minute waiting period, the subjects were asked to
rate thirty cartoons on a five-point scale of funniness. Half
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of the cartoons were aggressive and the other half were non-
sense cartoons. Their results indicated that need for social
approval inhibited the expression of aggressive preferences.
Under the influence of alcohol, however, the aggressive needs
were expressed in significantly higher ratings of the aggres-
sive cartoons. Low aggression subjects rated the aggressive
cartoons similarly low regardless of the presence of alcohol.
High aggression-Low need for social approval subjects also
seemed uninfluenced by the alcohol condition. They concluded
that the interpretation of the relationship between aggressive
needs and humor preferences must consider the role of other
situational and personality variables.
These studies have shown that persons who are highly
aggressive, as determined by aggression measures or observa-
tion, tend to prefer aggressive humor when they are compared
with persons low in aggressiveness. However, this relation-
ship can be influenced by other variables, such as the need
for social approval, which may inhibit even a highly aggres-
sive person's reactions to aggressive humor. At the same time,
persons low in aggressiveness seem less effected by external
conditions in their reactions to aggressive humor. One ex-
ception is that the observation of aggressive behavior may
mobilize his inhibitions and result in even lower ratings of
aggressive humor by the low aggression subject.
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Aggressive Humor and Inhibition
Since a person's reactions to aggressive humor may not
be perceived by him as a loss of control, is it reasonable to
assume that similar prohibitions are felt by a person when
exposed to aggressive humor as when he is reacting to other
aggressive stimuli? There is evidence to suggest that such a
relationship does exist. Levine and Redlich (1955) reported
that often a person fails to "get" the point of a simple joke
or cartoon, not because he fails to understand it, but because
some essential detail is overlooked or mi sperceived . They
suggest that intellectual or perceptual blocking is taking
place, often due to the relationship between the content of the
humor material and an area of conflict for the person reacting
to the material. They concluded that "... humor actually taps
deep preconscious conflicts" (Levine & Redlich, p. 566). They
are suggesting that a person's prohibitions regarding the ex-
pression of aggressive feelings might easily be aroused by
exposure to aggressive humor.
Gutman and Priest (1969) found that when their subjects
rated the "funniness" of the same aggressive jokes with varia-
tions only in the character of the aggressor and the victim,
they rated as "funniest" the jokes involving a "good" aggressor
and a "bad" victim. The major determinant of the "funniness"
of each joke was the character of the aggressor; that is, jokes
involving aggressors who were seen as socially acceptable were
rated as significantly funnier than jokes involving socially
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unacceptable aggressors. Also, the subjects saw the aggressive
humor as positively justified only when the victim deserved his
fate and the aggressor was a good person. Therefore, the sub-
jects seemed to be applying similar standards of acceptability
to aggressive humor as they would to other aggressive behavior.
Gollob and Levine (1967) found that as their subjects
were made aware of the aggressive content of the cartoons they
were rating by being asked to explain them, their ratings of
the "funniness" of the cartoons dropped significantly. One
explanation for the lower ratings is that the inhibitions
against aggression experienced by the subjects increased as
they became aware of the aggressive content of the humor mater-
ial
.
These above observations and studies suggest that
similar inhibitions are experienced by persons when they are
exposed to aggressive humor as they experience when exposed to
other aggressive cues, at least under certain circumstances.
These circumstances include when (1) aggression is a major
source of conflict for the person, (2) the personality traits
of "goodness" and "badness" of the protagonists in the humor
material are clearly presented, (3) the person is required to
explain the nature of the "funniness" of aggressive cartoons.
Aggressive Humor and External Controls
One of the explicit ways in which control has been
exerted upon subjects responses to humor has been the use of
37
behavioral models. Young and Prey (1966) found that an attract-
ive female accomplice could establish an overt response pattern
while supposedly rating humorous material which a group of male
subjects would follow without regard to the realistic funniness
of the cartoons. Hetherington and Wray (1966) in one experi-
mental condition, had subjects observe aggressive behavior by
a female experimenter toward another experimenter and also par-
ticipate in the aggressive behavior. In attempting to explain
the results obtained from their High-aggression subjects, they
concluded that: "... the experimental aggression situation
was interpreted as one giving implicit permission for the per-
formance of hostile acts or that the female experimenter served
as an aggressive model" (Hetherington & Wray, p. 232). In
either case, the control of the situation came from an external
source, and in effect was an endorsement of aggressive behavior.
Berkowitz (1970) predicted that aggressive humor could
act as a stimulus to increased aggressive behavior. His results
confirmed this hypothesis. However, his choice of an aggressive
humor stimulus was a most interesting one: a tape recording of
the comedian Don Rickies. Mr. Rickies is well-known as an
"insult comic" whose routines generally consist of making hostile
comments about specific individuals, thus providing a model of
arbitrary aggressiveness. It is certainly possible that in
Berkowitz 's study, the major factor in the aggressive humors
effect on the subjects' subsequent increase in aggressive beha-
vior was the implicit endorsement of such behavior provided by
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the aggressive model in the humor stimulus.
There have also been external controls which have had
the effect of inhibiting responses to aggressive humor. Singer,
Gollob and Levine (1967) were able to inhibit their subjects'
ratings of aggressive humor by first exposing them to a series
of etchings showing scenes of brutality and sadism. A less
explicit type of control seemed to effect the responses of
Levine and Abelson's (1959) subjects who were psychiatric in-
patients. The subjects showed a preference for cartoons which
had been rated as minimally disturbing, whereas the normal con-
trol subjects appeared to enjoy the more disturbing cartoons
equally as well as the less disturbing ones. Levine and
Abelson concluded: "... the response to humorous stimuli may
be significantly influenced by emotional disturbances and mental
illness. This finding may merely confirm the commonplace, but
it also provides some support for the assumption of a quantita-
tive relationship between humor response and anxiety" (Gollob &
Levine
,
p . 198)
.
While it may be true that the subjects' feelings of
anxiety led to their lower ratings of the disturbing cartoons,
the source of their anxiety may have been as much the setting
in v/hich the experiment took place as the result of emotional
disturbances. The status of psychiatric patients is that they
are more or less under the complete control of the staffs of
the facilities where they are hospitalized. The behavior of
each patient is continually being examined for indications of
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"sanity." It is possible then that in this study the impli-
cit controls in the hospital setting led the patients to
behave in what they perceived to be a "sane" manner by res-
ponding minimally to the more disturbing cartoons.
The results of the above studies indicate that exter-
nal control cues such as those provided specifically by
behavioral models or more generally by the expectations
regarding patients' behavior inherent in a psychiatric hos-
pital setting may enhance or inhibit a person's appreciation
of aggressive humor.
Locus of Control
Regardless of any controls imposed upon a person from
outside sources, every person seems to fall somewhere on a
continuum regarding the degree to which he feels he has
control over his own destiny (Rotter, 1966, 1971; Lefcourt,
1966). The population can be broken down into two general
categories regarding this locus of control variable: Inter-
nals and Externals. Internals are persons who generally
believe that they can control the reinforcements they re-
ceive through their own behavior. Externals, on the other
hand, believe that their reinforcements are under the control
of outside agents - luck, chance, fate, powerful others.
Thus, Internals feel they can change their environment.
It seems reasonable to expect that groups of persons
with such different expectations will deal with aggression in
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different ways, and will also react to aggressive humor
differently.
Externals, by their limited expectations of being
able to direct their lives, seem to place themselves in
the position of experiencing much more frustration than
Internals. Following from the frustration-aggression hypo-
theses (Buss, 1961; Dollard et al
, 1939), which suggest that
frustration oftens leads to aggression, it could be predicted
that generally Externals would experience more aggressive
feelings than Internals. Williams and Vantress (1969)
substantiated this notion to some extent in their finding
of a significant correlation between subjects' scores on the
Internal -External Scale (Rotter, 1966) and the Buss-Durkee
Hostility Inventory (Buss, 1961). They also found that
Externals scored significantly higher than Internals on
five of the eight Buss-Durkee subscales.
The presence of aggressive feelings does not neces-
sarily lead to their being expressed. However, there is
another quality that Externals exhibit which would tend to
increase the likelihood of their expressing their negative
feelings more openly than Internals. Externals not only
expect that they have little control over their reinforcements,
but when given the choice, they seem to prefer to be in situ-
ations where they have little control over themselves. For
example, when given the choice of standing different dis-
tances from a target in a dart throwing task, significantly
41
more Externals than Internals chose to throw from a greater
distance, giving them less control (Julian, Lichtman, and
Ryckman, 1968).
Watson and Baumal (1967) found that Externals made
more errors, took longer to reach a criteria, and asked for
more practice trials, when learning paired associates to
avoid a shock was presented as a skill task in which they
potentially had control than when the avoidance of the shock
was presented as based on chance alone. The opposite was
true for Internals, they appeared much more anxious under
the chance conditions than under the skill condition. Thus,
the same experimental condition when presented as either a
skill condition or a chance condition led to significantly
different reactions from Internals and Externals.
Other examples deal with the amount of information
acquired by Internals and Externals under circumstances in
which they had little control except through informing them-
selves. Externals tend to gather less information when in
such situations. Seeman and Evans (1962) found that Exter-
nals in a tuberculosis hospital knew significantly less about
their conditions than Internals in the same hospital. Also,
Seeman (1963) found that Externals in a reformatory knew
significantly less than Internals about the reformatory rules
and probation laws.
Therefore, it seems that Externals prefer to keep
themselves in situations where they have little control, even
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when there are opportunities to increase their knowledge of
their situation or increase their controls over it.
Another variable which has been shown to influence a
person's reactions to aggressive humor is the need for social
approval ( Hetherington & Wray, 1964). There is evidence to
suggest that Externals are less concerned than Internals
about behaving in socially appropriate ways. Altrocchi et
al (1968) found a significant negative correlation between
male subjects' scores on the Marlowe- Growne Social Desirability
Scale and the Internal-External Scale. Cone (1971) administer-
ed both the Internal-External Scale and the Edwards Social
Desirability Scales to five different groups of subjects and
found variable but significant negative correlations between
the scores.
To explain these results, he suggests that perhaps
Internals, feeling they have some control over the reinforce-
ments they will receive, try to influence the dispensers of
these reinforcements by behaving in socially desirable ways.
Conversely, Externals, who feel they have little control over
their reinforcements, may not be as likely to attempt such
influence
.
Phares, Ritchie, and Davis (1968) took Internals and
Externals, administered a battery of psychological tests to
each subject, and then gave him a list of "interpretations"
supposedly reflecting his performance on the tests. At the
end of the study the subjects were given the opportunity to
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take steps to deal with personality problems suggested by
the interpretations. The socially appropriate response
would seem to have been the expression of interest in dealing
with ones problems. However, Externals were significantly
less committed to confronting their problems than were
Internals
.
Other evidence comes from Adams-Webber (1969) who
had Internals and Externals provide endings to stories in-
volving persons behaving immorally. He found that Internals'
story endings more often involved feelings of self-blame,
guilt, and need for atonement, whereas in the Externals'
story endings, the feelings were more likely to be denial of
personal blame or guilt and projection of blame onto others.
Thus, it seems that Externals are less sensitive to breeches of
moral codes and would be more likely to react spontaneously to
aggressive humor with less concern than Internals for the
social appropriateness of their reactions.
The above studies suggest a pattern of responding for
the Internals and Externals which may relate to their reactions
to aggressive humor. Externals generally have more aggressive
feelings than Internals, are less concerned about behaving
in a socially appropriate manner, seem to prefer to place
themselves in situations where they have little control, and
are uncomfortable in situations v/here they are given some
control. Conversely, Internals seem to have fewer aggressive
feelings, are more influenced in their behavior by need for
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social approval, seek to place themselves in positions of
control, and are uncomfortable in situations where they have
little control. These findings raise several questions re-
garding the relationship between locus of control and appre-
ciation of aggressive humor. How will the Internals and
Externals react to cartoons containing different levels of
aggression? What effect will changing the external control
cues have upon humor appreciation? Will varying the per-
ceived level of external control modify the subjects' feel-
ings regarding the importance of their participation in the
study? Will Internal subjects who score high on a measure
of aggression respond in a significantly different manner
to aggressive cartoons than Externals who are also high on
the aggression measure? It is hoped that the present study
will provide some tenative answers to these questions.
Summary of the Literature Review
The findings of the experimental studies of humor
reviewed in this chapter have illustrated the complexity
of the humor process and the need to understand the numerous
variables which influence the appreciation of humor. Although
much of the attention of investigators has been directed at
the inferred cathartic effect of humor upon the strength of
the aggressive drive, the findings have shown every possible
relationship: a reduction in drive strength, no change, and
an increase in drive (Levine, 1969 ).
45
The studies of anxiety and humor have shown that
the experimental arousal of a general state of anxiety or
stress seems to have less effect on the appreciation of
humor than either the subject's general level of anxiety
as a personality factor or the arousal of anxiety specific-
ally related to the content of the humor material (Bryne,
1958; Singer et al , 1967).
Although procedural differences may account for some
of the discrepant results in the studies of arousal of anger
or anxiety, many other potential factors have been discussed
and investigated. The effect of situational variables upon
humor appreciation has been mentioned often, especially as
a way of explaining results which were not consistent with
the hypotheses of a study. It has been demonstrated that
such general effects as national racial tensions (Singer,
1968) and the setting of a study within a psychiatric hospi-
tal (Levine & Abelson, 1959) or more specific factors such
as the sex of the experimenter (Doris & Fierman, 1956) can
significantly influence a person's reactions to humor material.
The effect of the content of humor material upon humor
appreciation has led investigators to suggest that subjects
may "identify" with the characters in a cartoon or a joke.
Depending upon other factors such as the level of anxiety
of the persons, this identification may lead to an enhanced
or inhibited appreciation of the humor material (Hammes &
Wiggins, 1962; Roberts & Johnson, 1957). Gutman and Priest
(1969) have shown that changing the character of the
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"aggressor" and the "victim" in a joke can significantly
effect its funniness rating by subjects.
The effect of personality factors upon humor appre-
ciation has also been demonstrated in the studies reviewed
here. There have been a limited number of studies completed
in this area, but they have shown some interesting results.
The most consistent finding has been that aggressive persons
prefer aggressive humor (Levine, 1969). However, even this
finding must be qualified when other factors such as the
person's need for social approval are considered along with
his level of aggression. The role of personality factors
in the appreciation of humor seems to be an area in which
a great deal more research needs to be done.
The studies which were concerned with the relationship
between a person's feelings regarding aggressive behavior and
his reactions to aggressive humor have shown that under cer-
tain circumstances, a person may react to aggressive humor
with feelings and behavior similar to his reactions to other
aggressive cues.
Since the present study is concerned with locus of
control, humor studies whose results seemed influenced by
external controls either through the experimental design or
otherwise were reviewed. Evidence was presented which sug-
gests that external controls have effected the results of
some of these studies and the concept of external controls
provides an alternative explanation for the results other
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than the one provided by the author (Levine & Abelson, 1959:
Berkowitz, 1970).
locus of control studies were reviewed to highlight
the differences between Internals and Externals which might
influence their reactions to aggressive humor under various
circumstances. The findings indicate that Externals are
likely to be more aggressive, less bound in their behavior
by social convention; while Internals are probably less
aggressive and more likely to behave in socially appropriate
ways. Also, Externals believe that they are dependent upon
others for their reinforcements, and as a result expect to
have little control. In fact, when given the choice, they
usually choose to be in situations where they have little
control. Internals believe that they can control their
reinforcements and seek to be in positions of control. Ex-
ternals are more comfortable in situations where chance rather
than skill will determine the eventual outcome, while Internals
feel the opposite. In the section on the locus of control
studies, several questions were raised regarding how a person's
feelings of locus of control would relate to his appreciation
of aggressive humor. The hypotheses of the study suggest
how the present author is interpreting the nature of this
relationship.
CHAPTER III
METHOD
Hypotheses
It is the general hypothesis of this study that the
greater degree of control a person feels over his reinforce-
ments, the less funny he will find aggressive humor. The
specific hypotheses are as follows:
1. Under the Neutral instructions condition, the Externals'
average funniness ratings of the Highly-aggressive cartoons
will be significantly higher than the Internals' average
ratings
.
2. Under the High control instructions condition, the average
funniness ratings of the Externals will be significantly
higher than the Internals' average ratings for both the
Mildly-aggressive and the Highly-aggressive cartoons.
3. Under the Low control instructions condition, the Inter-
nals' average funniness ratings of the Mildly-aggressive
cartoons will be significantly higher than the Externals'
average ratings.
4. The High-aggression-Externals ' average funniness ratings
will be significantly higher than the High aggression-
internals' average ratings for both the Mildly-aggressive
and the Highly-aggressive cartoons.
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5 . On the post ratings questions, the Internals' average
ratings of the importance of their participation in the
study will be significantly higher than the Externals'
average ratings.
6
.
On the post ratings questions, the Internals' average
ratings of the extent to which skill was involved in rating
the cartoons will be significantly higher than the Externals'
average ratings.
Subjects
The subjects were 120 male college student volunteers
who were given credit toward their psychology course grade
or were paid for their participation. Of the 120 subjects,
17 were paid volunteers, and they were generally divided
evenly among the treatment groups.
The subjects were selected from an original group of
245 students who were administered two questionnaires which
measure feelings of locus of control and one questionnaire
which measures feelings of aggression. The subjects were
selected on the basis of their scores on these measures.
A subject was considered to be an External if he scored above
the mean on both of the locus of control measures, and an
Internal if he scored below the mean on both these measures.
The dividing point for the aggression scale was also the
mean, with High aggression subjects being those who scored
above the mean and Low aggression subjects those who scored
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below the mean. Therefore, each subject was placed in one
of the following categories: (1) High aggression-internal
(HAI), (2) Low aggression-internal (LAI), (3) High
aggress ion -External (HAE), (4) Low aggression-External (LAE).
Humor Material
Cartoons were used as humor material. They were
selected from recent issues of national magazines and paper-
back collections of cartoons. From an initial pool of sev-
eral hundred cartoons, one hundred fifty were selected by
the author to be presented to the judges. The criteria for
the selection of the judges' pool of cartoons were that the
cartoons be easily understood, not be humorous primarily
because of sexual content, and be generally related to the
categories for the final cartoons. Each of the ten judges,
male college students who were paid volunteers, first was
given the following instructions: "Rate the following car-
toons on how funny you think each one is. The rating scale
goes from 1 (Not at all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny).
It is important that you be as honest as possible in your
ratings and not spend too much time on any one cartoon."
Below these instructions was a sample rating scale marked
from 1 to 10 as follows:
R ATT NO SCALE123456789 10
t
,
t i
Not at all
funny
Somewhat
funny
Moderately
funny
Extremely
funny
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Immediately after rating the cartoons, the rating
sheets were collected and the judge then was given these
instructions regarding categorizing the cartoons:
"Now you are to place each cartoon in
one of the four following categories based on
your feelings about the cartoon and the defini-
tions of the categories.
fllghly-a ggressi vi. ( ILA. ) These cartoons depict
the direct expression of hostile feelings, in
which the undisguised intention is to ridicule,
humiliate, or injure.
Mildly-aggressive (MA) These cartoons depict
the expression of hostile feelings under some
control, where the aggressive intention appears
somewhat diluted. Although the major source of
humor in these cartoons is the expression of
hostile feelings, the effect is somewhat blunted
in comparison to the Highly-aggressive cartoons.
pnsense (N) These cartoons depend primarily
upon exaggeration, absurdity, incongruity (put-
ting things together which usually don't go to-
gether), or surprise for their humor value.
There may be some aggression displayed in these
cartoons, but it will not be the source of the
humor in the cartoons.
Mixed (M) This category is for those cartoons
which you feel do not fit into any of the above
categories. It should be used only when you feel
strongly that a cartoon will not fit any of the
above categories.
Mark the appropriate letter or letters for
the category you select beside the number corres-
ponding to each cartoon."
Each judge rated and sorted the cartoons individually
in a single session. These sessions lasted from forty-five
minutes to one hour. The cartoons were presented in a differ'
ent random order to each judge.
The cartoons were placed into one of the three final
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categories if six of the judges placed the cartoon in the
category. For the selection of the sixty stimulus cartoons,
the cartoons given the highest ratings were used first. The
percentage of judges placing a cartoon in a particular cate-
gory and the number of cartoons meeting that criteria within
the three cartoon categories were as follows: Nonsense car-
toons : 100%-2 cartoons, 90%-6 cartoons, 80%-9 cartoons,
70%-3 cartoons; Mildly-aggressive cartoons : 80%-4 cartoons,
70%-12 cartoons, 60%-4 cartoons; Hi ghly-aggress i ve cartoons :
90%-l cartoon, 80%-4 cartoons, 70%-10 cartoons, 60^-5 car-
toons. The only limiting factor in the final selection was
the need to match the groups of cartoons upon mean funniness
ratings. The final twenty cartoons in each category had a
mean funniness rating of 4.97 on the ten-point scale. The
stimulus cartoons are reproduced in Appendix A.
Instruments
The Rotter Internal-External Scale was administered
to all the subjects (Rotter, 1966). The I-E Scale (see
Appendix B) contains items which deal with a person's beliefs
about the nature of the world. This is a forced-choice scale
in which the subject reads a pair of statements and then in-
dicates with which of the two statements he more strongly
agrees. The scores range from zero (the consistent belief
that individuals can influence the environment, that rewards
come from internal forces) to 23 (the consistent belief that
all rewards come from external forces.
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The mean score for the 245 students tested on this
measure was 11.71, S.D.=4.48. The mean and standard devia-
tion for the 120 subjects were 11.55 and 4.02. Rotter (1971)
reported that the average score on the I-E Scale at that
time was about 11.00. However, he also mentioned that the
average score had been increasing steadily in recent years
especially on college campuses, as a result of the increase
in externality among college students. The current scores
seem in line with the average score reported by Rotter,
especially with the trend toward higher average scores.
A subject scoring 12 or above on the I-E Scale was
considered an External; a subject scoring 11 or below was
an Internal. The means and standard deviations for the
Internals' and Externals' I-E Scale scores in this study
were: Internals—Mean=8.33» S.D.=2.64; Externals—Mean=14.76,
S.D.=2.14. A summary of the means and standard deviations
for all the treatment groups on the three screening instru-
ments is contained in Appendix G.
In addition, a second questionnaire, developed by
Dr. Ervin Staub was administered as a check on the I-E Scale
(see Appendix B). This questionnaire is designed to measure
a concept similar to that of the I-E Scale. It consists of
thirty-six statements, each of which the subject must respond
to by placing it on a five-point scale from -2 (Very untrue
of me) to +2 (Very true of me). The statements deal with
the way the subject feels and acts under specific circumstances,
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or in general (under most circumstances).
The mean score on the Staub scale for the 245 students
tested was 1.34, S.D.=11.97. For the 120 subjects, the mean
was 1.74 and the standard deviation was 11.60. Thus, to be
an External in this study, a subjects' scores had to be 2
or above on this scale and 12 or above on the I-E Scale.
Internals scored 1 or below on this scale and 11 or below
on the 1-3 Scale. The following means and standard devia-
tions are for the Internals' and Externals' scores on the
Staub Scale: Internals—Mean=-6.53, S.D.=9.18; Externals=
10.01, S.D.=11 .10.
To determine if the I-E Scale and the Staub Scale were
measuring a similar concept, a Pearson product-moment correl-
ation (Koenker, 1961) was completed on the I-E scores and the
Staub scores for the 245 students in the original testing
group. The resulting r=.27. This correlation coefficient
was significant at the .001 level (t=4.35, df=243), suggesting
that to some extent the two scales were measuring a similar
concept. There was no other readily available data regarding
the relationship between these two scales.
The effect of using scores on both the scales as
criteria for placement of subjects into the Internal or
External groups was the elimination of many of the original
students from eligibility for participation as subjects. In
fact, the major reason for students not being used as subjects
was that their I-E Scale scores and Staub Scale scores did
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not both fall above or below the respective means for the
two scales.
A questionnaire to measure a subject's self-reported
aggressive feelings was also administered. This scale was
developed by Saltz and Epstein (1963) (see Appendix B), and
consists of fifty-four statements, each of which the subject
responds to on a four-point scale from 1 (definitely false)
to 4 (definitely true). All of the eight hostility items
refer to feelings and daydreams rather than overt behavior.
A mean aggression score of 17.14 was found for the
original group tested, with a standard deviation of 4.08.
For the subjects group, the mean was 17.12, S.D.=3.81. The
Internals' and Externals' scores on this scale were as
follows: Internals—Mean=17. 05, S.D.=4.38; Externals
—
Mean=17 . 20, S.D.=3.20. High aggression subjects were those
scoring 18 or above, Low aggression subjects' scores were
17 or below. The Low aggression subjects' mean score was
14.01, S . D. =2
. 31
,
and the High aggression subjects' mean
score was 21.19, S.D.=2.24.
Saltz and Epstein (1963) report that scores on this
aggression or hostility scale relate directly to TAT hostility
on pictures containing no direct cues for aggression. They
consider that on this scale a high score is equivalent to
the statement: "I am a person with strong hostile feelings"
(Saltz & Epstein, p. 472). Since Saltz and Epstein selected
their Low hostility and High hostility subjects using extreme
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groups, it is not possible to compare the present distribu-
tion of scores with those of their subjects.
Procedure
Thirty subjects each were placed in the following
groups: High Aggression-Internal ( HAI ) , Low Aggression-
Internal (LAI), High Aggression-External (HAE), and Low
Aggression-External (LAE). Ten subjects from each of the
four groups were randomally assigned to receive one of the
following sets of instructions:
'IEUTRAL
You are participating in a study to deter-
mine the kinds of humor college students prefer.
You will be given a series of cartoons, one at a
time, and you are to rate each one on how funny
you think it is. The rating scale goes from 1
(Not at all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny). It
is important that you be as honest as possible
in your ratings, and not spend too much time on
any one cartoon. At the end of the experiment,
you will be asked some questions regarding your
reactions to the experiment.
HIGH CONTROL
You are participating in a study to help
in the development of a humor test for college
students. You have been selected from your pre-
liminary tests to help determine the funniness
of a series of cartoons, some of which will be-
come a part of the final humor test. You will
be given the cartoons one at a time, and you
are to rate each one on a scale from 1 (Not at
all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny). It is im-
portant that you be as honest as possible in
your ratings, and not spend too much time on
any one cartoon. At the end of the experiment,
you will be asked several questions about your
ratings, and you will be given more information
about the development of the test.
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LOW CONTROL
You are one of several thousand students
participating in a number of experimental stu-
dies to determine the funniness of a series of
cartoons. Upon completion of all the studies,
a specific number of students' ratings records
will be randomally selected from each study
and their ratings will be compared with the
same number of students from the other studies
You will be given the cartoons one at a time,
and you are to rate each one on a scale from
1 (Not at all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny).
It is important that you be as honest as poss-
ible in your ratings, and not spend too much
time on any one cartoon. At the end of the
experiment, you will be asked some questions.
These sets of instructions, along with five others,
had been pretested on fifteen male college students regarding
the amount of control, the importance and the impact they
would feel as a participant in each of the eight experiments.
The fifteen judges, who were paid volunteers, rank ordered
the eight sets of instructions with the number one set being
the instructions which would give them the feeling of most
control, importance, and impact upon the results. The com-
plete instructions for this pretesting appear in Appendix D
along with the eight sets of instructions which were used.
The final instructions were selected because of their rank-
ings by the judges, and in the case of the Neutral instruc-
tions to some extent because of its face validity.
The mean rankings of the final instructions were as
follows: Low control-6.0, Neutral-4.6, High control-2.6.
The instructions selected to be the Low control and High
control ones were the lowest and highest ranked by the judges.
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The Neutral instructions were selected from several possible
sets v/hich were ranked somewhat midway between the Low con-
trol and High control selections. The choice of the final
Neutral instructions was made because they contained the
least irrelevant information of all the possibilities.
The subjects were run individually, and the instruc-
tions were written. There was no communication between the
experimenter and the subjects regarding the content of the
instructions. After reading the instructions, the subject
then rated each cartoon in turn on a ten-point scale of
funniness
:
RATING SCALE12 3
t
4 5
T
6 7
t
Not at all Somewhat Moderately
funny funny funny
9 10
»
Extremely
funny
Then the subject answered the following questions:
1. How important do you feel your participation in this ex-
periment will be to the final outcome? (circle one number)12 3 4 5 6
i t
'
Not at all Somewhat Very
Important Important Important
2. To what extent do you believe that skill is involved in
making these ratings? (circle one number)
1 2 3 4 5 6
i t
1
No
Skill
Some
Skill
A Great
Deal of
Skill
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After completing these questions, the subjects were
mailed some time later a general explanation of the purposes,
predictions, and procedures of the study (see Appendix E
for copy)
.
Data Analysis
The data analysis consisted of a 2 (Internal-External)
X 2 (High aggression-Low aggression) X 3 High control, Neu-
tral, Low control) repeated measurements design (Myers, 1972)
This design was used for the humor ratings. In addition, sev
eral analyses of the simple main effects in the humor ratings
were completed to clarify the nature of the significant
interactions in the data. The data from the post ratings
questions were analyzed separately with a completely random-
ized analysis of variance with three factors.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Humor appreciation was measured by the "funniness"
rating which a subject gave each of the sixty stimulus
cartoons. There were three humor scores for each subject:
his average ratings for the Nonsense, the Mildly-aggressive
,
and the Highly-aggressive cartoons. In addition, each sub-
ject answered two questions after rating the cartoons, and
these responses provided two additional scores for analysis.
To test the several hypotheses related to the funni-
ness ratings, a 2 X 2 X 3 repeated measurements analysis of
variance (Myers, 1972) was carried out on the subjects'
average ratings. The results of this analysis are summarized
in Table 1. Those results which directly relate to the
hypotheses of the study will be presented first, followed
by a discussion of the additional significant results.
Instructions and Humor Ratings
The first hypothesis of this study referred to the
predicted differences in the aggressiveness of Internals
and Externals under "neutral" conditions. It stated that
under the Neutral instructions condition, the Externals'
average funniness ratings of the Highly-aggressive cartoons
would be significantly higher than the Internals' average
funniness ratings. A related implication of this hypothesis
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Table 1
Analysis of variance of the subject's
mean funniness ratings of cartoons
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
A 1.60 1 1.60 .99
B 1.08 1 1.08 .67
C 7.10 2 3.55 2.19
D 1.31 2 .66 .47
AB 5.12 1 5.12 3.16
AC 15.55 2 7.77 4.79 *
BC 17.42 2 8.71 5.37 **
AD 17.44 2 8.72 6.18 **
BD 1.08 2 .54 .38
CD 5.78 4 1.44 1.02
ABC 6.44 2 3.22 1.98
ABD 5.54 2 2.77 1.96
ACD 32.17 4 8.04 5.70
BCD 15.47 4 3.86 2.74 *
S/ABC 175.09 108 1.62 —
ABCD 7.13 4 1.78 1.26
DS/ABC 304.73 216 1.41 —
A=Locus of control (I,E)
B=Aggression (Low, High)
Constructions (Neutral, Low
* p <^.05
** p . 01
control, High control)
D=Cartoons (Nonsense, Mildly-
aggressive, Highly-aggressive
)
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was that the Internals' and Externals' ratings of the Nonsense
and Mildly-aggress ive cartoons would not differ significantly
under the Neutral instructions. To test this hypothesis, the
interaction between the locus of control (A), the instruc-
tions (C), and the cartoons (D) variables must be examined.
As shov/n in Table 1, the ACD interaction was significant at
the .01 level ( F( ACD) =5
. 70
,
df=4,216). However, when the
ACD means are plotted, as seen in Figure 1, it is clear that
the hypothesis must be rejected. The mean ratings for the
Highly-aggressive cartoons were in the reverse order of that
which was predicted: i.e., under the Neutral instructions,
the Internals rated the Highly-aggressive cartoons as funnier
than the Externals did. However, a test of the simple main
effects of A (Kirk, I960) revealed that the Internals' and
Externals' ratings of the Highly-aggressive cartoons were not
significantly different (F(A at C2D^)=1.03, df=l,100).
Additional tests of the simple main effects of A indicated
that under the Neutral instructions condition, the Externals'
ratings were significantly higher than the Internals for both
the Nonsense (F(A at 0 o D^)=6.29, df=l,108) and the Mildly-
aggressive cartoons (F(A at C2D2)=3.94, df=l,108). Both of
these differences were significant at the .05 level.
The second hypothesis was related to the expected
differences in the reactions of the Internals and Externals
to being placed in a situation where they were given some con-
trol. The hypothesis stated that under the High control
.50
63
<D <D
> >
•H *H
CO CO
CO CO
/-N
<1) <u
1 1 Sh (-1
o (30 (30
CO U t30 (30
c P a> <s *=:
o m
o o o C >3 !>jp o DHH
u CO TJ ^5
ctf & C rH (30o O
-rH *(H
•H 22KW
II II II
I I I ! L
*— C\J fO
n p p
o o o o oO LP\ o in o
vo lr\ LCi "3- 'd'
ssauxuun^ UB8M
CO
-
—v C
CO rH o
C OJ •H
o CM U P
o O P O
P 3 2
h CD P
CC5 J2J PO CO
GH
vo VO Lf> LT\ ^
SSaUTUUHjJ UB9M
O o o o o
in o ir> o in
VO IT\ m ,<3-
ssauxuun^ UB0M
Figure
1.
Subjects'
mean
funniness
ratings
as
a
function
of
locus
of
control,
cartoon
type,
and
instructional
64
instructions condition, the average funniness ratings of the
Externals would he significantly higher than the Internals'
average ratings for both the Mildly-aggressive and the
Highly-aggressive cartoons. Once again, the significant
ACE interaction was the relevant factor in this hypothesis.
As shown in figure 1, the hypothesis could have been accept-
able only in part. Tests of the simple main effects of A
were carried out to clarify the results. As predicted, the
Externals average ratings of the Mildly-aggressive cartoons
were significantly higher than the Internals' ratings
(F(A at C-jI^ ) =8 . 01 , df=l,108; p<- .01). The reverse was true
for the Highly-aggressive cartoons. They were rated signi-
ficantly funnier at the .05 level by the Internals (P(A at
C^.D^) = 4.56, df=l,108). The pattern of the ratings of the
Internals and Externals was therefore quite similar under the
Neutral and High control conditions.
The third hypothesis referred to placing the subjects
in a situation in which they had little control and deter-
mining the effect of that lack of control on the humor ratings
of the Internals and Externals. The hypothesis was that under
the Low control instructions condition, the Internals would
rate the Mildly-aggressive cartoons as significantly funnier
than the Externals v/ould. The average ratings related to
this hypothesis are plotted in Figure 1, and the significant
ACD interaction was the relevant one to this hypothesis. A
simple main effects analysis indicated that the Internals'
ratings of the Mildly-aggressive cartoons were significantly
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higher than the Externals' ratings (F(A at G
1
D 0 )=12.44>
df=1,108; p<.01).
Locus of Control X Instructions X Cartoons Interaction
The major results related to the significant inter-
action between the locus of control, instructions, and
cartoons variables will be summarized in this section.
First there were significant differences in the funniness
ratings of the cartoons by the Internals and Externals even
under the Neutral instructions condition. Under both the
Neutral and the High control instructions, the Internals
and Externals reacted to the cartoons in a similar manner.
The Externals rated both the Nonsense and the Mildly-aggres-
sive cartoons significantly funnier, whereas the Internals
rated the Highly-aggressive cartoons significantly funnier.
However, under the Low control instructions condition, there
was a significant change in the pattern of responding by
both the Internals and the Externals in relation to their
reactions under the other instructions conditions. The
major shift was in the ratings of the Mildly-aggressive car-
toons, with the Internals now rating them as significantly
funnier than the Externals. It is apparent also from these
results, that the subjects reacted with measurable differ-
ences to the different types of cartoons, although at times
in a manner which was not predicted.
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Locus of Control and Aggression Interaction
The fourth hypothesis was based on the predicted
interaction of the subjects' feelings of locus of control
and feelings of aggression, and the effect this interaction
would have upon the appreciation of aggressive humor. The
hypothesis was that the average funniness ratings of the
High aggress i on-Externals would be significantly higher
than the High aggression-internals' average ratings for
both the Mildly-aggressive and the Highly-aggressive car-
toons. This requires the examination of the interaction
of the locus of control (A), aggression (B), and the car-
toons ( D ) variables. As shown in Table 1, the ABB inter-
action was not significant ( F(ABD)=1
. 96 , df=2,216). There-
fore, since there was no significant overall interaction
effect which was a necessary condition for the present
hypothesis to be acceptable, the hypothesis was rejected.
In Figure 2, the ABD means were plotted. As is shown in
the graphs, there was little difference in the ratings of
the High aggression-Externals and the High aggression-
internals for the Mildly-aggressive cartoons, and the order
of the ratings was in the opposite direction of the predicted
one. There was a greater difference in the ratings of the
Highly-aggressive cartoons with the High aggression-internals
having given the higher ratings, also the reverse of the
predicted order.
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Locus of Control and Post Ratings Questions
The next two hypotheses referred to the subjects'
responses to the two questions which were presented to them
upon completion of the cartoon ratings. The first question
asked each subject to rate the importance of his participation
in the study to the final outcome of the study. The subject
responded on a seven-point scale. The related hypothesis
stated that the Internals' ratings of the importance of their
participation in the study would be significantly higher than
the Externals' ratings. To test this hypothesis, a three-
factor completely randomized analysis of variance (Myers,
1972) was completed on the subjects' ratings. The results
of this analysis are summarized in Table 2. For the hypo-
thesis to be accepted, the main effect of the locus of con-
trol variable (A) would have to be significant, and it was
not (F(A)=.05, df=l
,
108) . Therefore, the subjects' feelings
of the importance of their participation in the study, as
measured by a related question, were not significantly
effected by their being either an Internal or an External.
The final hypothesis was related to the second question
asked of the subjects. This question required them to indi-
cate on a seven-point scale, the amount of skill they felt
v/as needed to make the cartoon ratings. The hypothesis stated
that the Internals' ratings of the extent to which skill was
involved in rating the cartoons v/ould be significantly higher
than the Externals' ratings. These ratings were also analyzed
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Table 2
Analysis of variance of the mean
importance of participation ratings by subjects
Source of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square B
A .07 1 .07 .05
B 4.40 1 4.40 3.12
C 5.21 2 2.60 1.84
AB .67 1 .67 .48
AC 1.05 2 .52 .37
BC .31 2^ .15 .11
ABC 6.35 2 3.17 2.25
S/ABC 152.90 108 1.41 —
A=Locus of control
B=Aggression
C= Instructions
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using a three-factor completely randomized analysis of
variance, and this analysis is summarized in Table 3. The
above hypothesis would be accepted only if the main effect
of the locus of control (A) variable were significant, in-
dicating a significant difference in the ratings of the
Internals and the Externals. The A effect was not signi-
ficant ( P.( A )=1 . 31 , df=l,108), and therefore the hypothesis
was rejected.
Instructions and Locus of Control Interaction
The locus of control (A) and instructions (C) inter-
action was significant at the .05 level (F(AC)=4.79, df=
2,108). The nature of the interaction is best illustrated
in the plot of the subjects' mean ratings in Figure 3.
Although the Internals' and Externals' ratings differed
under all the instructions conditions, the major factor con-
tributing to the interaction was the effect of the Low con-
trol instructions upon the Internals' ratings. The only
significant simple main effect in this interaction was for
the Internals over levels of the instructions condition
(F(C at A.)=6.67, df=2,108, p<,.01). Thus, for the combined
ratings of all the cartoon types, the Externals were mini-
mally effected by the different instructions conditions,
while the Internals showed a significant increase in their
average ratings of all the cartoons under the Low control
cond ition.
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Table 3
Analysis of variance of the mean
skill ratings by subjects
ounce of Variance Sum of Squares df Mean Square F
A 4.40 1 4.40 1.31
E 1.00 1 1.00 .29
C .31 2 .15 .04
AB 1.00 1 1.00 .29
AC 2.21 2 1.10 .33
BC 6.21 2 3.10 .92
ABC 10.71 2 5.35 1.59
S/ABC 364.10 108 3.37 —
A=Locus of control
B=Aggression
C= Instructions
Mean
Funniness
7
Locus of Control
= Low Control
C ' = Neutral
C, = High Control
Figure 3. Subjects' mean funniness ratings as
a function of instructional set and
locus of control.
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Instructions and Aggression Interaction
There was a significant interaction effect at the
.01 level between the aggression (B) and instructions (C)
variables (F(BC)=5»37, df=2,108). As is shown in Figure 4,
which is a graph of the BC means, there were two factors
contributing to the interaction effect. The first factor
was the significant effect (p<C.01) of the instructions upon
the ratings of the Low aggression subjects (F(C at B^)=6.37,
df=2,108). As the level of control communicated by the
instructions increased, the Low aggression subjects' ratings
dropped significantly. The other major factor in this inter-
action was the effect of the High control instructions upon
the Low aggression and High aggression subjects' ratings.
The difference was significant (F(B at C^)=9-33, df=l,108,
p<7. 01 ) ; with the High aggression subjects giving the higher
ratings
.
Cartoons and Locus of Control Interaction
The interaction between the locus of control (A) and
the cartoons (D) variables was also significant ( F( AD )=6 .18
,
df=2,216, p<C..01) . The AD means are shown in Figure 5.
There were two factors of importance in this interaction.
First, the ratings of the Nonsense cartoons were signifi-
cantly different for the Internals and Externals ( F( A at D 1 )=
7.82, df=l
,
108
,
p<.01). Also, there was a significant
increase in the ratings of the Internals as the aggressiveness
Mean
Funniness
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6.00
5.75
5.50
5.25
5.00
4.75
4.50
4.25
4.00
(Low Control) (Neutral
)
(High Control)
Instructions
B
1
= Low Aggression
= High Aggression
Figure 4. Subjects' mean funniness ratings
as a function of aggression level
and instructional set.
Mean
Funniness
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(Nonsense) (Mildly Agg.) (Highly Agg. )
Cartoons
A.j =
.
Internal
A^ = External
Figure 5. Subjects' mean funniness ratings as
a function of locus of control and
cartoon type.
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within the cartoons increased (F(D at A
1
)=5.06, df=2 t 216,
p .01).
Aggression X Instructions X Cartoons Interaction
The final significant interaction was for the aggres-
sion (B) X instructions (C) X cartoons (D) variables (F(BCD)=
2.74, df=4,216, p^.^05). The ABD means are plotted in Figure
6. There were several significant components to this inter-
action effect. The most obvious from the plot of the data
was the significantly higher ratings of the Nonsense cartoons
by the High aggression subjects when compared to the ratings
of the Low aggression subjects under the High control condi-
tion (F(E at C
3
D
1
)=8.74, df=l,108, p<.01). The next factor
was the significant increase in the ratings of the Low
aggression subjects under the Low control condition as the
aggressiveness within the cartoons increased (F(D at B^C^)=
3.82, df=2 , 216
,
p<\05). The next component of the inter-
action was the decrease in the ratings of the Highly-aggres-
sive cartoons by the Low aggression subjects as the level of
control in the instructions condition increases (F(C at
5.25, df=2 , 108, p<;.01). The final factor in this inter-
action was the significant changes in the ratings by the
High aggression subjects of the Nonsense cartoons over levels
of the instructions condition (F(C at E^L
1
) = ^ *15
»
P<^.05) .
77
<D <d
> >
O
i—
I
O
up
c
o
o
p
•«H *H
CO CO
CO CO
(1) CD
U U
fcO W)
tu) M
<D < C
co
C >5 >>d'HH
CO ^ ^
E rH bO
O -H -H
s s m
n ii ii
r- (\l
P P P
O O
LT\ O o o o oin O in O
VO VO in Ln
ssauTuun^ insert
v
VO VO LOi LTi <
ssauTucm^ ueaM
o o o o o
in o in o in
VO VO in LTV
SSSUTUIin^ UB3W
N c
rH C o
m O O 'r-tP to •rH tO
c P to to
o £ to to
o t- O 0> Ph
CVJ P O O Pt bO
P Jh bQ b0
cU ? bO<t!
o o c
p £!
T- ? bO
n O -H
i-q w
ii ii
T- CM
-1 m m
o
o
Figure
6.
Subjects'
mean
funniness
ratings
as
a
function
of
aggression
level,
cartoon
type,
and
instructional
set.
CHAPTER V
discussion
Introduction and Overview
The general hypothesis of this study was that there
is an inverse relationship between a person's feelings of
control over his reinforcements and his appreciation of
aggressive humor, i.e., as a person feels greater control,
;iis ratings of aggressive humor will decrease. Thus, In-
ternals, who generally feel themselves to be in control of
tucir reinforcements 1
,
will rate aggressive humor as less
funny than Externals, who generally feel unable to control
tueir reinforcements. Also, persons placed in a situation
where they have some control, would find aggressive humor
less funny than the same persons when placed in a situation
where they have little or no control.
Some of the specific predictions in this study which
’•/ould have substantiated the general
. hypothesis were accepted,
and some of the predictions were found not to be true. The
major hypothesis has not been proven or disproven, but as the
discussion in this chapter will indicate, the hypothesis must
be refined and clarified.
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External Controls, Locus of Control,
and Aggressive Humor
The two hypotheses which were at least partially
accepted made predictions regarding changes in the subjects'
humor ratings as a function of the level of control communi-
cated to the subjects by the instructional sets.
The first significant hypothesis concerned the High
control instructions, and under this control condition, it
was predicted that the Externals' funniness ratings for both
the Mildly-aggressive and the Highly-aggressive cartoons
would be significantly higher than the Internals' ratings.
There were two major reasons for this prediction. First,
Externals seem to be potentially more aggressive in general,
and would seem to feel especially frustrated in a high con-
trol situation. Internals thrive on being in control, and
under such high control conditions, should have less reason
than under other circumstances to react to aggressive humor.
The hypothesis proved to be true only for the Mildly-
aggressive cartoons, as shown in Figure 1. A completely
unexpected shift, occurred in the ratings of the Highly-
aggressive cartoons: the Internals rated them significantly
funnier than the Externals. It is obvious that these results
are only partially explained by the hypothesis. The unexpect-
ed results might be explained in several ways. First of all,
the Mildly-aggressive and the highly-aggressive cartoons
could have been perceived quite differently by the subjects,
much beyond the difference in their level of aggressive
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content. Perhaps, Mildly-aggressive cartoons, which display
a more subtle expression of aggression, provide a "safer"
way for a person to express his aggressive feelings in a
situation where he feels uncomfortable. This might explain
the Externals' differential reactions to the Mildly-aggres-
sive and the Highly-aggressive cartoons. On the other hand,
the Highly-aggressive cartoons may provide a more direct
means of expressing aggressive feelings and would be favored
by someone in a position of control and comfortable in that
position
.
There are other possible explanations . Perhaps the
High control instructions had no effect upon the subjects'
humor ratings, and the present rating patterns of the Inter-
nals and Externals reflect their usual pattern of responding
to different levels of aggressive cartoons. This explanation
does not hold up however, as will be seen in the later dis-
cussion of the effects of the other instructional sets upon
the humor ratings of the Internals and Externals.
Another possible explanation is that the subjects do
respond to different levels of external controls, but this
particular set of instructions did not communicate a level
of "high control." The pretesting of the High control in-
structions and several other sets suggested that the High
control instructions communicated a greater sense of control
than the other instructional sets. The possibility that the
instructions were not perceived as expected should be
81
considered, and will be discussed further in a later part
of this chapter.
The hypothesis regarding the effect of Low control
instructions upon the subjects' funniness ratings generally
predicted a reversal of the response patterns under the High
control instructions. The specific prediction was that,
under this control condition, the Internals' average ratings
of the Mildly-aggressive cartoons would be significantly
higher than the Externals' average ratings. The rationale
for this prediction was similar to that stated for the High
control instructions. The Internals, in a situation where
little control was possible, would express their feelings
of frustration through increased ratings of the Mildly-
aggressive cartoons. Externals, who seem to prefer to be
in situations where there is little control, would be more
"comfortable" under the Low control instructions condition,
and their ratings of the Mildly-aggressive cartoons would
decrease
.
The reason the prediction was limited to the Mildly-
aggressive cartoons was the feeling that if the Internals
were to express their aggressive feelings at all, it would
be through a preference for the Mildly-aggressive cartoons
rather than the Highly-aggressive cartoons. As was discussed
in Chapter II, Internals seem to be less aggressive persons
than Externals, and at the same time seem more likely to
behave in socially appropriate ways. This combination of
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factors led to the prediction that they would prefer aggres-
sive humor in which the aggressive intentions were somewhat
masked
.
Even though the results under the High control condi-
tion proved this expectation to be false, nevertheless, as
seen in Figure 1, the hypothesis regarding the Low control
condition was accepted. The Internals' ratings of the car-
toons indicated their preference for the Mildly-aggressive
cartoons under the Low control condition. The explanation
suggested above regarding the Internals' tendency to react
more readily to the Mildly-aggressive cartoons than the
Highly-aggressive cartoons would explain the results under
the Low control condition but not the High control results.
Therefore, the Internals' preference for the Mildly-aggres-
sive cartoons must be partially a result of their exposure
to the Low control instructions.
Other evidence which suggests that the Low control
instructions did have an effect upon the ratings of both
the Internals and the Externals was the pattern of the
Externals' ratings, as compared to their ratings under the
High control conditions. While under the Low control instruc-
tions, the Externals' ratings of the Mildly-aggressive car-
toons decreased, and there was an increase in their ratings
of the Highly-aggressive cartoons. This pattern v/as similar
to the pattern of the Internals under the High control con-
dition .
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The relationship between feelings of locus of control,
external controls (instructional sets) and the levels of
aggressive humor can be examined further by looking at the
effect of the Neutral instructions upon the ratings of the
Internals and the Externals. Based primarily on the expecta-
tion that Externals are more likely to express aggressive
feelings in most "neutral" situations, and that this expres-
sion v/ould be more direct than indirect, it was predicted
that under the Neutral instructions condition, the Externals'
ratings of the Highly-aggressive cartoons would be signifi-
cantly higher than the Internals' ratings. Not only did the
prediction prove false, but the Internals' ratings of the
Highly-aggressive cartoons were significantly higher than
the Externals' ratings.
There are at least two possible explanations for this
finding. The first is that the prediction was incorrect
because Externals do not generally have more aggressive feel-
ings than Internals. However, the Externals' significantly
higher ratings of the Mildly-aggressive cartoons under the
Neutral instructions condition would suggest that this
explanation is not necessarily correct.
A more plausible explanation is the possibility that
the Neutral instructions may not be "neutral," but may sim-
ply fall somewhere on the continuum of control betv/een the
Low control and High control instructions. This possibility
is substantiated somewhat by comparing the graphs of the
mean ratings under the Neutral and the High control conditions.
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The rating patterns for the Internals and Externals under
the Neutral and High control conditions were very similar.
It appears that the differences in the patterns of the
ratings under the Neutral condition were simply more clearly
defined under the High control condition. The implications
of this finding will be discussed later in this chapter.
A simple one-to-one relationship between feelings of
locus of control and appreciation of aggressive humor is
not an adequate explanation of the findings in the study
thus far. There were several factors related to the results
of the locus of control X instructions X cartoons interac-
tion which indicate the need to modify this initial predic-
tion .
Levels of Aggressive Humor
The first factor was the selectivity of the subjects'
reactions to the Mildly-aggressive and the Highly-aggressive
cartoons. It was predicted that the subjects would react
somewhat differently to these two levels of aggressive humor,
but not in such an apparently independent manner. The one
major difference in these two types of cartoons involved the
directness of the expression of the aggression within the
cartoons. In the Highly-aggressive cartoons, the aggression
was meant to be direct, with the intentions of the aggressor
being obvious. In the Mildly-aggressive cartoons, the
aggression displayed or implied was often subtle or indirect.
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This difference in "the two types of aggressive cartoons can
be related to the concept of the "joke facade" as proposed
by Freud (I960).
He felt that contained within aggressive humor mater-
ial there were "devices" which could make the aggression in
a cartoon or joke seem to be unreal or innocuous. The joke
or cartoon thus allows a person to bypass his inhibitions
regarding aggression, and enjoy the aggressive humor he might
otherwise not find amusing or enjoy more fully the aggressive
humor he might find only mildly amusing without the joke
facade
.
In the present context, the Mildly-aggressive cartoons
have a greater joke facade than the Highly-aggressive car-
toons, by definition. Therefore, the Mildly-aggressive
cartoons may provide a "safer," more socially acceptable way
for a person to express his aggressive feelings. The Highly-
aggressive cartoons depend less upon a joke facade and pro-
vide a more direct means of expressing aggressive feelings.
The findings regarding the ratings of the different
levels of aggressive cartoons have some implications for
understanding the confusion surrounding the question of the
cathartic effect of aggressive humor upon aggressive drive.
In most studies of the cathartic hypothesis, only one level
of aggressive humor material was used. A predominance of
mildly aggressive or highly aggressive humor material in the
stimulus materials could have effected the results signifi-
cantly
.
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Bor example, Bryne (1957) failed to find a preference
for aggressive cartoons among the subjects he had purposely
aroused into a state of frustration and annoyance. He con-
cluded that the findings indicated the failure of the aggres-
sive humor to provide a cathartic effect on the subjects'
aggressive feelings. If, however, his aggressive cartoons
were primarily high in aggression, the results may have been
influenced as much by this factor as the presence or absence
of catharsis. The aroused subjects may have reacted primar-
ily to the directness of the aggression in the cartoons, as a
result increasing their inhibitions, and decreasing their
ratings of the cartoons. Similar findings were reported by
Gollob and Levine (1967). They found that making subjects
aware of the aggressive content of cartoons led to lower
funniness ratings. This example is not an attempt to dispute
Bryne 's findings, but is intended to generally raise the
question of the validity of conclusions reached in studies
of aggressive humor unless different levels of aggressive
humor are used.
Singer et al (1967) did divide their aggressive humor
stimuli in four categories: (1) Mild aggression-Direct , (2)
Mild aggression-Mitigated
, (3) High aggression-Direct, (4)
High aggression-Mitigated. The purpose of the study was to
produce an inhibition of the enjoyment of aggressive humor
by first exposing the subjects to etchings of brutality and
then having them rate the funniness of the cartoons. The
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predicted inhibition of the ratings did occur. However, the
subjects 1 ratings did not differ significantly on the dimen-
sions of Mild versus Direct aggression or Mitigated versus
Direct aggression. One possible reason no differences were
found was the fact that there were only two cartoons in
each category. The authors also suggested that the Mitigated
and Direct cartoons may not have differed sufficiently.
Peelings of Control and External Controls
The next important factor in the locus of control X
instructions X cartoons interaction was the effect of the
interaction of the subjects' feelings of control and the
external control cues upon the subjects' humor ratings.
The present results suggest that the less control a
person feels, the more likely he v/ill choose the indirect
way of expressing his aggressive feelings by giving higher
ratings to the Mildly-aggressive cartoons. When a person
is made to feel that he has greater control over a situation,
he is more likely to express his aggressive feelings directly,
through his ratings of the Highly-aggressive cartoons, while
being less responsive to the Mildly-aggressive cartoons.
The only part of the results which may have seemed
inconsistent with this conclusion were the ratings of the
Externals under the Low control condition. They rated the
Highly-aggressive cartoons as funnier than the Mildly-
aggressive cartoons, and thus behaved very much like the
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Internals under the High control condition. Is it possible
that the Externals under the Low control condition felt
greater "control" than when they were under the High control
condition? Obviously by definition, the subjects were
given a greater sense of control under the High control con-
dition than under the Low control condition. However, the
crucial element in the relationship of locus of control and
appreciation of aggressive humor seems to be the congruence
of the person's internal expectations of control and the
external reality. In other words, the feelings a person
has v/hich would lead him to be called an Internal or an
External and the degree of control implied by external cues
may both be less important than the degree to which these
two factors are consistent. The feeling resulting from the
interaction of these two factors could be termed the person's
"felt control . "
This finding suggests some interesting implications.
First of all, how does a person deal v/ith the incongruity
between his feelings of control and the external control
cues? As stated in Chapter II, Internals prefer to place
themselves in situations v/here they have control v/hile Ex-
ternals seem to prefer to be in situations v/here they have
little or no control, v/hen a possible alternative, involving
more control v/as available to them. The concept of felt con-
trol provides a possible explanation. It is obvious that
there are often times when a person's felt control is minimal.
For example, under the Low control instructions in this ^tudy,
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the subjects were led to believe that they had no control
over whether or not their ratings would be used. These
external cues would then be at variance with an Internal's
expectation. It is possible that persons, even Externals,
may seek to diminish the discrepancy between their internal
feelings of control and external control cues and thus in-
crease their sense of felt control. This explanation pro-
vides a rationale for the behavior of Internals in gathering
more information than Externals in studies in the settings
of a hospital and reformatory, where neither group had much
control (Seeman & Evans, 1962; Seeman, 1963). The Internals
seemed to be trying to maximize their felt control.
Another implication of these findings is that the
behavior of a person may not always reflect his orientation
regarding locus of control, but may suggest the opposite
interpretation. Rotter (1971) mentioned that Internals will
allow themselves to be manipulated, i.e., allow their rein-
forcements to be under outside control, under certain cir-
cumstances, especially when the manipulation is overt. One
such situation is the teacher-pupil relationship. It is
also possible to imagine Externals actively seeking to place
themselves in situations where they have little control.
Thus, a person's momentary behavior to enhance his felt con-
trol may be inconsistent with his general beliefs regarding
the obtaining of reinforcements.
The concepts of risk and responsibility provide an
additional implication for these findings. As a person's
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sense of felt control increases, he is more willing to take
risks, as demonstrated by the present subjects' willingness
to express their aggressive feelings more directly under
the condition of high felt control. Such behavior also
suggests that a person is more willing to assume responsi-
bility for his behavior under conditions where his internal
and external cues regarding control are generally congruent.
Under the conditions of low felt control, a person seems
more likely to express his feelings indirectly, take fewer
risks, and be less willing to assume responsibility for his
behavior.
Based on the results thus far, it is possible to state
that a person's appreciation of aggressive humor is dependent,
in part, upon these factors: (1) the degree of control a
person expects he can exert over his reinforcements, (2)
the degree of congruence between this feeling and external
reality, (3) the intensity and directness of expression of
the aggression within the humor material. More specifically,
as a person's internal expectations of control become more
congruent with external control cues, he will express aggres-
sion more directly.
There are some aspects of the overall relationship
between the locus of control (A) and the instructions (C)
variables which related to the discussion of felt control.
The significant AC interaction is shown in Figure 3. Al-
though the data in this interaction v/as not differentiated
according to type of cartoon, it is interesting that the
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overall ratings of the Internals as compared to the Externals
were higher under the Low control condition, while the oppo-
site was true for the High control condition. These data
suggest that Internals who are in situations which are in-
consistent v/ith their expectations of control may be more
generally responsive to all types of humor, not just aggres-
sive humor. The Externals, in terms of their overall ratings
of all types of humor, seem to be effected minimally by the
control condition to which they are exposed.
External Controls
Another important aspect of the AC interaction was
the similarity of the subjects' ratings under the Neutral
and the High control instructions. The same relationship
was also mentioned in relation to the ACD interaction as is
shown in Figure 1. These results raise the question of
whether or not the Internals and Externals interpreted the
Neutral and High control instructions as different in terms
of the "control" variable. The Neutral instructions simply
indicated that the purpose of the study was to determine
the kinds of humor college students prefer. The High control
instructions stated that the subject was especially selected
from his preliminary tests and v/as participating in the
development of a humor test for college students. Looking
at the data for the High control and Neutral instructions in
Figure 1, it appears that the response pattern of both the
Internals and Externals was established in the Neutral
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condition, and the only difference under the High control
condition v/as an amplification of the differences. This
suggests that the basic feelings of control communicated
by both the instructional sets were similar, but that under
the High control condition, the feeling of control was more
clarified and led to a sharper deliniation of the response
patterns of the Internals and the Externals. This explana-
tion seems to be acceptable in terms of the amount of in-
formation contained in the two sets of instructions. The
Neutral instructions were generally vague regarding the
purposes of the study, the High control instructions were
more specific.
One possible explanation for the similarity of the
response patterns of the Internals and the Externals under
the Neutral and the High control conditions is that the
Neutral instructions v/ere not "neutral," but fell somewhere
on the control continuum betv/een the Low control and the
High control conditions. Another possible explanation is
that it is impossible in a study such as the present one to
communicate different degrees of control to subjects except
at the extreme points on the continuum of control. In other
words, each of these sets of instructions may simply have
communicated to the subjects the presence or absence of some
control over the study's outcome and may not have been
interpretable in terms of levels of control. ]t is clear
that the Low control instructions should have led the subjects
to believe that they had no control over whether or not their
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ratings would be used. Based on the results of both the
ACD and the AC interactions, it is possible that the sub-
jects interpreted the Neutral and the High control instruc-
tions as indicating they had some control over the situation,
but not a different level of control under the two sets of
instructions
.
Locus of Control and Need for Social Approval
The interaction between the locus of control (A) and
the cartoons (D) variables was a significant one. As shown
in .Figure 5, the interaction involved the significant increase
in the average ratings of the cartoons by the Internals as
the aggressiveness within the cartoons increased, and the
significantly higher ratings of the Nonsense cartoons by the
Externals. These results were not consistent with the pre-
dictions of the study. It was expected that there would be
little or no difference in the average ratings of the Nonsense
cartoons by the Internals . and Externals, and that the Exter-
nals would rate both the Mildly-aggressive and Highly-
aggressive cartoons as funnier than the Internals. Although
the primary reason for including the Nonsense cartoons in
the study was to provide a "control" group of cartoons whose
ratings could be compared v/ith those of the aggressive car-
toons, the results suggest that the Nonsense cartoons were
not merely "neutral" in their effect. If, as was mentioned
earlier, the Mildly-aggressive cartoons provided a more
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socially acceptable means of expressing aggressive feelings,
perhaps the enjoyment of nonaggressive cartoons could pro-
vide even a "safer" way of expressing feelings, even feelings
of aggression.
Even if this interpretation is not acceptable, the
question of the effect of the need for social approval upon
the ratings must be discussed. It was predicted at the be-
ginning of the study that the Internals would be more likely
to be influenced by the need for social approval than the
Externals. This prediction was based first on the studies
shov/ing significant negative correlations between scores on
the Internal-External Scale and two measures of need for
social approval (Altrocchi et al
,
1968
;
Cone, 1971 ). This
correlation indicated that as externality increases, the
need for social approval decreases. Additional evidence
came from studies suggesting that when given choices, Inter-
nals would be more likely than Externals to behave in social-
ly appropriate ways (Phares et al
,
1968 ; Adams-Webber , 1969 ).
However, the current results suggest that the Externals may
be more influenced by this factor than the Internals. This
conclusion is based on the Externals' significantly higher
ratings of the Nonsense cartoons. Hetherington and Wray
(1964) found that groups of subjects high in need for social
approval rated nonsense cartoons as funnier than the groups
low in this variable. They concluded: "High ratings of
nonsense cartoons may result from the notion that a ' sense
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of humor' is a desirable trait, or from the implication that
the selected cartoons must be funny and are therefore likely
to evoke the approbation of the experimenter" ( Hetherington
& V/ray, 1964, p. 688). Considering the AD means alone, the
data suggests that the Internals are less bound by the need
for social approval and prefer the more direct expression
of their feelings through the appreciation of the aggressive
cartoons. Hetherington and Wray also commented on the high
ratings of aggressive humor: "...high rating of aggressive
cartoons is more ambiguous in this regard. Appreciation
of aggressive humor might elicit experimenter approval but
aggressive behavior is also a potential source of disappro
val" (Hetherington & Wray, 1968, p. 688).
The concept of felt control may be related to the
need for social approval and may provide some understanding
of the present findings. It seems reasonable to predict an
inverse relationship between felt control and the need for
social approval. As a person's felt control increases, he
is willing to express his feelings more directly, and thus
would probably be. less bound in his reactions by social
convention. As his felt control decreases, he may seek to
minimize the decrease by behaving in socially appropriate
ways
.
In the present study, two of the three control condi-
tions seemed to communicate a sense of control to the sub-
jects, even though this was not the intention for the
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Neutral condition. Under such circumstances, Externals
would have a low sense of felt control, and this might
increase their need to behave in a more socially appropriate
way, i.e., through his ratings of the Nonsense cartoons.
This overloading with instructional sets which communicated
a sense of control to the subjects might explain the Exter-
nals' higher overall ratings of the Nonsense cartoons in this
study.
The current findings certainly leave open to question
the issue of whether Internals or Externals are more likely
to be influenced by the need for social approval. The most
definitive conclusion possible from the current data is that
the need for social approval may exercise more control over
Internals under certain circumstances and Externals at other
times
.
Aggression X Instructions X
Cartoons Interaction
There were tv/o significant interactions in this study
which provided an opportunity to examine the relationship
between feelings of aggression, instructional sets, and
types of cartoons. The first interaction was betv/een the
aggression (B) and instructions (C) variables, and the BC
means are plotted in Figure 4. There were tv/o significant
factors in this interaction. The first was the effect of
the High control instructions upon the ratings of both the
Low aggression and High aggression subjects with the High
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aggression subjects giving the significantly high ratings.
The second factor was the significant decrease in the over-
all ratings of the Low aggression subjects as the degree
of control in. the instructions increased.
This relationship between the level of aggression
and the instructions variables can be examined further when
the significant BCD (aggression X instructions X cartoons)
interaction is considered. The BCD means are plotted in
Figure 6.
There were several significant simple main effects
of importance in this data. There was a significant decrease
in the Low aggression subjects ratings of the Highly-aggres-
sive cartoons as the level of control in the instructions
increased. Therefore, the Low aggression subjects were
perhaps less frustrated under the High control condition
and more frustrated under the Low control condition. Addi-
tional evidence of this possible effect was the significant
increase in the Low aggression subjects' ratings under the
Low control condition as the level of aggression v/ithin the
cartoons increased. It seems then that the Low aggression
subjects were most aggressive under the Low control condition
and became less aggressive as the external controls increased.
There were two significant simple main effects involv-
ing the High aggression subjects, both related to their ra-
tings of the Nonsense cartoons. First, their ratings of the
Nonsense cartoons varied significantly over the levels of
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the control condition, and secondly, their ratings of the
Nonsense cartoons were significantly higher than the Low
aggression subjects under the High control condition. Al-
though the differences were not significant, the ratings
of the High aggression subjects increased as the external
controls increased.
The data on the aggression X instructions X cartoons
interaction suggests that subjects grouped on a dimension
other than locus of control can be influenced significantly
in their ratings of cartoons by changes in external control
cues. Therefore, persons doing humor studies need to care-
fully consider the potential effects of the factor of control
in their experimental design either as a factor to be con-
trolled or one which might effect the results in an unknown
manner.
Locus of Control and Aggression
The humor ratings of the Low aggression subjects and
the Internals were similar and likewise, there were similar-
ities between the' ratings of the Externals and the High
aggression subjects. There were parallels in the aggression
X instructions interaction (BC) data and that of the locus
of control X instructions (AC) interaction. One such para-
llel was that both the Internals and the Low aggression sub-
jects gave lower funniness ratings to the cartoons as the
level of control in the instructions increased. Thus, the
Internals and the Low aggression subjects reacted similarly
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to the entire group of cartoons as the external control cues
changed. The Internals, then may be more similar to Low
aggression subjects than to High aggression subjects, and
this finding may substantiate to some extent the expectation
in ohis study that Externals are generally more aggressive
than Internals. The High aggression subjects in the BG
interaction and the Externals in the AG interaction reacted
similarly in their overall cartoon ratings in that neither
group were significantly effected In their ratings by the
changes in the external control cues.
Both the Internals in the ACL interaction and the
Low aggression subjects in the BCL interaction increased
their ratings of the aggressive cartoons under the Low con-
trol condition. However, the Internals were selective in
their reactions to the different types of aggressive car-
toons, while the Low aggression subjects did not react much
differently to the Mildly-aggressive and the Highly-aggressive
cartoons. A similarity was shown between the Externals' and
the High aggression subjects' responses to the Nonsense car-
toons, especially under the High control condition. This
provides additional evidence of the possible relationship
between externality and high aggression.
There was, in fact, a prediction in this study regard-
ing the interaction between aggression and locus of control.
The hypothesis stated that the High aggression-External
subjects v/ould rate the Mildly-aggressive and Highly-aggres-
sive cartoons as significantly funnier than the High
100
aggressive-internal subjects. However, the overall inter-
action was not significant, and the hypothesis was rejected.
The rationale for the prediction was that Internals who
were also high on a scale of aggression would be in greater
conflict than Externals high in aggression regarding the
expression of aggressive feelings. Therefore, they would
rate the aggressive cartoons as less funny when compared
to the Externals' ratings. There was assumed to be a cer-
tain compatibility between being External and scoring high
on a scale of aggression which would lead to high ratings
of aggressive cartoons. In retrospect, this was a rather
naive prediction which ignored the specific effects of the
different levels of control communicated by the instructions
and also the different levels of aggression within the car-
toons. There is still a possibility that a general rela-
tionship exists between a person's position on a locus of
control scale and his level of aggressive feelings, but this
relationship is probably more complex than the predictions
of the current study took into account.
Post Ratings Questions
The two hypotheses requiring the subjects to make
judgments regarding their participation in the study were
also rejected because of insignificant differences in the
subjects' ratings. In both instances, it was expected that
the Internals would rate higher than the Externals the
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importance of their participation to the outcome of the
study, and secondly, the amount of skill necessary in rating
the cartoons. There are several possible reasons for the
failure to find differences. First, it may have been too
simplified an hypothesis to expect that the fact of a sub-
ject being an Internal or an External would influence him
more than the other factors in the study. For example, the
instructions did influence the subjects' cartoon ratings,
and it is reasonable to assume that they also effected the
subjects' perception of the task he had to complete. Thus,
the Internal under the Low control condition- might have felt
that his participation was less important than the Internal
under the High control condition, and their ratings may have
cancelled each other out, in effect. Another explanation
is that the questions may have tapped the wrong factor.
For example, if a person's ratings of the questions suggested
that he felt his participation in the study v/as important to
the outcome, and that the task of rating the cartoons v/as one
requiring a high level of skill, these ratings may have re-
flected his feelings of self-esteem rather than his attitude
about the task of the study. In addition, since the process
of rating cartoons was probably perceived by most persons
as one primarily involving opinions, it may have been unreal-
istic to expect the subjects to perceive the rating task as
one involving different levels of skills. Regardless of the
reasons that these questions failed to differentiate between
the Internals and Externals, it seems obvious that the
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questions and the responses to them added little, if anything
to the understanding of the results of this study.
Conclusions
This study was designed to examine the relationship
"between a person's feelings of control over his reinforce-
ments and his appreciation of aggressive hurnor. It was pre-
dicted that there was an inverse relationship between these
tv/o factors, i.e., the greater degree of control a person
felt over his reinforcements, the less funny he v/ould find
aggressive humor. This formulation proved to be too simple,
since it did not accurately reflect the nature of the rela-
tionship between feelings of control and external controls,
nor did it account for the possible impact of different levels
of aggressive humor.
Based on the findings of this study, a person's
appreciation of aggressive humor is dependent upon at least
two factors: (1) his level of "felt control" which is the
degree to which his expectations of control are consistent
with the external control cues available to him (2) the levels
of aggressive humor to which he can respond. As his level of
felt control increases, a person is more likely to express
his aggressive feelings directly through a preference for
highly aggressive humor material. As his felt control de-
creases, he is more likely to express his aggressive feelings
indirectly through a preference for mildly aggressive humor
material. In turn, a person exhibiting a preference for
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mildly aggressive humor may be reflecting his low level of
felt control, while a person who prefers highly aggressive
humor material may generally experience a high level of felt
control
.
rP 'ne conceP t of felt control also seems related to the
concepts of risk, responsibility, and the need for social
approval. As a person's level of felt control increases,
hS seems more likely to take risks, more willing to assume
responsibility for his behavior, and less influenced in his
behavior by the need for social approval.
There was also evidence in this study of a relationship
between feelings of locus of control and feelings of aggres-
oxon. More specifically, there was evidence suggesting that
the degree to which a person feels able to control his rein-
Lorcements is inversely related to his general level of
aggressive feelings.
Limitations and Suggestions
for Further Research
The findings in this study have a limited range of
generalization, and to some extent this limitation was
intentional. There was an attempt to control or limit the
effect of "extraneous" variables to help insure that the
results would reflect the basic nature of the relationship
being studied.
The use of male college students as subjects was based
on an arbitrary decision to exclude female subjects. However
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there was a rationale for this decision. The major consid-
eration was the need to form hypotheses concerning the
variables of locus of control and appreciation of aggressive
humor. The current movement in this country involving women's
rights would seem to be changing potentially both women's
feelings of control over their reinforcements and also their
reaction patterns to aggressive humor. While the examination
of such possible changes would provide the basis for an in-
teresting research project, it was felt that including women
in the present study might serve to confuse rather than clar-
ify the basic relationship being studies.
The exclusive use of college students as subjects also
limits the degree to which the findings can be generalized.
Future research should be focused on the humor preferences
of a cross section of the population to determine, for exam-
ple, if the concept of felt control is as important a factor
in the humor appreciation of other groups as it is for male
college students.
The rationale for the use of student judges was to
insure a similar frame of reference for both the judges and
the subjects regarding the funniness of the cartoons, the
perception of, the content categories of the cartoons, and
the perception of the instructional sets. In retrospect,
the choice of judges led to certain compromises which should
be avoided in future studies. The judges were not screened
on the scales used to screen the subjects, and it is
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impossible to determine if there was, for example, a greater
concentration of Internals than Externals among the judges.
However, there was no evidence in the data such as a signi-
ficant main effect of the cartoons variable to suggest any
response bias of the judges in their funniness ratings or
their placement of the cartoons into the categories.
The fact that the ratings of the subjects were similar
under the Neutral and the High control instructions condi-
tions suggests that the Neutral instructions were not "neutral"
but fell somewhere between the Low control and the High con-
trol instructions in the level of control communicated to
the subjects. In future studies, more attention should be
given to the specific factors within sets of instructions
which communicate different levels of control. The present
instructions were not varied specifically along any dimen-
sions but were selected on the basis of the ratings of the
judges. However, the most powerful single factor in the pre-
sent instructions seemed to be the emphasis upon the random
selections of subjects' ratings emphasized in the Low control
instructions. In future studies, varying the instructions
along the chance-skill dimension might provide a more defini-
tive continuum of control than was possible in the present
study.
The "lack of sensitivity" of the judges to the inter-
personal cues present in the cartoons, as compared with the
potential sensitivity of persons, such as psychologists or
psychiatrists, who are practised at responding to sucn cues,
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seemed "to cause them some difficulty in categorizing the
cartoons, especially in discriminating between the concepts
of the Mildly-aggressive cartoons and the Highly-aggressive
cartoons. This dificulty resulted in some compromises in
the selection of the final stimulus cartoons. Some of the
cartoons used in the study had been selected by only six of
the ten judges as belonging in the category to which they
were assigned. These were all aggressive cartoons. In
future studies, a combination of "lay" and "professional"
judges would seem appropriate with their mutual aggreement
regarding the funniness of the cartoons and the placement
of the cartoons into categories being used to counteract
any potential response bias by either group.
The content of the cartoons was not controlled except
in a very general way. For example, there was no control of
the number of male aggressors versus female aggressors or
male victims versus female victims. Obviously, controlling
such a factor v/ould seem important, and studying the reac-
tions of male and female subjects to cartoons controlled
for this variability could be quite interesting.
The instruments used to screen the subjects may have
also placed some limitations upon how much the current
findings may be generalized. A basic question is whether
or not the two locus of control scales and the aggression
scale measured what they were purported to measure. There
is a considerable amount of research data available which
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suggests that the Internal-External Scale does measure a
person's belief's regarding locus of control. The low but
significant correlation between the I-E Scale scores and
the Staub Scale scores seems to suggest that these scales
are somewhat related, but much more data needs to be gathered
regarding the relationship of the concepts they are measur-
ing. The aggression scale has been shown to relate to hos-
tility in TAT stories, suggesting that the scale does tap
a person's level of aggression. Thus it seems reasonable
to assume that the scales used in this study were generally
measuring the concept they were designed to measure.
A more realistic criticism of the screening process
for selecting the subjects was the use of the means of the
distributions for all the scales as the cut-off point for
dividing the subjects into Internals and Externals and High
aggression and Low aggression subjects. The decision to
use the means as the cut-off points was an arbitrary one
based on the need to insure the availability of enough sub-
jects to fill all the treatment groups. However, in retro-
spect, since significant differences were found betv/een the
humor ratings of groups divided at the mean on a scale, this
suggests that the differences found were valid, and not simply
the possible artifacts of using subjects who fall at the ex-
treme ends of the continuum.
In an effort to control for the potential influence
of the subjects' level of aggression upon their humor ratings,
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APPENDIX A
STIMULUS CARTOONS
Nonsense Cartoons
Mildly-Aggressive Cartoons
Highly-Aggressive Cartoons
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PLEASE NOTE:
Pages 114-173, copyrighted Cartoons
not microfilmed at request of author.
Available for consultation at University
of Massachusetts Library.
UNIVERSITY MICROFILMS.
( 1 )
“Fourth race, purse $7500—for thrcc-ycar-olds! ”
© THE SATURDAY EVENING POST
115
© THE SATURDAY EVENING POST
116
(3)
“Looks like Wesselman’s
hit on something
interesting.’’
Drawing by Chas. Addams i Copr. ©1955
The New Yorker Magazine, Inc.
117
(4)
From BUMS VS. BILLIONAIRES by A1 Ross.
Copyright © 1972 by A1 Ross. Used by
permission of Dell Publishing Co., Inc.
ns
( 5 )
From BUMS VS. BILLIONAIRES by Al Ross.
Copyright© 1972 by Al Ross. Used by
permission of Dell Publishing Co.. Inc.
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( 6 )
“Better let him play through, Hartley.”
Drawing by Charles Addams
i
McClure Syndicate Features
Drawing by Chas. Addams i Copr. © 195?
The New Yorker Magazine, Inc,
121
( 8 )
“Seems like an awful lot of cellar for a one-family house.”
Drawing by Chas. Addams t Copr. © 1956
The New Yorker Magazine, Inc,
122
"You’re right. It is still wet.”
Drawing by Chas. Addamsj Copr. ©1957
The New Yorker Magazine, Inc,
123
( 10 )
Drawing by Charles Addams;
McClure Syndicate Features
I think I’ve just about got my mole problem licked.”
Drawing by Charles Addamst
McClure Syndicate Features
From THE INFERNAL REVENUE SERVICE edited by Phil
Hirsch. Copyright © 1972 by Pyramid Publications.
( 13 )
From I LOVE YOU KID, BUT OH MY WIFE by Stanley and
Janice Berenstain. Copyright ® I96I by Stanley and
Janice Berenstain, Used by permission of Dell
Publishing Co., Inc.
( 14 )
127
i^c^r^JSSJsaaas.
( 15 )
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magatinej copyright © 1959 by Playboy.
( 16 )
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine j copyright © 1958 by Playboy.
(17)
COPYRIGHT TED KEY (1970).
(18)
"I 6U6SS IMST6AD OP FlUUM&TWe BA6
WJlTM A LOT OP LITTLE POTATO CHIPS'”'
From CHICKEN -FRIED FUDGE AND OTHER CARTOON DELIGHTS
by Tom Eaton. Copyright (c) 1971 by Tom Eaton. Used by
permission of Scholastic Magazines, Inc.
(19)
“They made their getaway in a ’64, ’65, ’66,
’67, ’68, ’69, ’70 or ’71 Volkswagen!”
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine i copyright @ 1963 by Playboy.
( 20 )
“I believe that’s Senator Gilberry and his dog!”
© THE SATURDAY EVENING POST
( 21 )
"So 1 pick on you a little. That doesn't mean
you gotta call me 'the long arm of the law.'
"
From BUMS VS. BILLIONAIRES by A1 Ross
Copyright© 1972 by AL Ross. Used by
permission of Dell Publishing Co., Inc
1( 22 )
“We’ve nothing at the moment,M r. Bumbcrry,
this being rather a slack time of year for us—but we
never know when we’ll find ourselves scraping the
bottom of the barrel, so to speak, and in that event,
rest assured we’ll be getting in touch with you.”
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazinej copyright (§) 1962 by Playboy.
(23)
"IF VoU OOAJ'T Lite /1A.V cookies,
ooewoot>
,
jost sav •so
From CHICKEN-FRIED FUDGE AND OTHER CARTOON DELIGHTS
by Tom Eaton. Copyright © 1971 by Tom Eaton. Used by
permission of Scholastic Magazines, Inc.
1?7
(24)
From THE SAVAGE EYE by Brian Savage.
Copyright © 1971 by Brian Savage. Used
by permission of Dell Publishing Co., Inc.
(25)
“Let’s give her a blast of insecurity.
When she passes by, everybody ignore her.”
From BOYS LOVE GIRLS... MORE OR LESS by Mort Gerberg.
Copyright (§) 1970 by Mort Gerberg. Used by permission
of Dell Publishing Co. ( Inc.
1 ?°
(26)
“You told me you didn’t want to marry me—
did you have to send me a rejection slip, too!”
From BOYS LOVE GIRLS...MORE OR LESS by Mort Gerberg.
Copyright © 1970 by Mort Gerberg. Used by permission
of Dell Publishing Co., Inc.
IA(
(27)
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine) copyright © 1968 by Playboy.
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(28)
“Exchanging diets?"
COPYRIGHT TED KEY (1969).
( 29 )
"Know what really hurts? When my
four-year-old calls me the fuzz.”
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine » copyright © 1969 by Playboy.
From BOYS LOVE GIKLS . . .MORE OR LESS by Mort Gerberg.
Copyright © 1970 by Mort Gerberg. Used by permission
of Dell Publishing Co., Inc.
144
(3D
‘Of course we’re incompatible! That's the beauty
of our marriage!”
From BOYS LOVE GIRLS...MORE OR LESS by Mort Gerberg.
Copyright © 1970 by Mort Gerberg. Used by permission
of Dell Publishing Co., Inc.
1 45
( 32 )
From BOYS LOVE GIRLS... MORE OR LESS by Mort Gerberg.
Copyright © 1970 by Mort Gerberg. Used by permission
of Dell Publishing Co., Inc.
( 33 )
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine* copyright © i960 by Playboy.
COPYRIGHT TED KEY ( 1969 )
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( 35 )
"It does give him a certain incentive.”
Drawing by Charles Addamst
McClure Syndicate Features
149
( 36 )
"Now, after the account is seated, turn slowly to the pencil
sharpener, all the while grinning fiendishly."
From THE INFERNAL REVENUE SERVICE edited by Phil
Hirsch. Copyright© I9?2 by Pyramid Publications.
( 37 )
From THE INFERNAL REVENUE SERVICE edited by Phil
Hirsch. Copyright © 1972 by Pyramid Publications.
(38)
... and in compliance with the Truth-In-Lending law,
we are compelled to advise you that we'll break both
your legs if you don't pay back the money by the first
of the month."
From THE AGE OF HILARIOUS edited by Phil Hirsch.
Copyright© 1971 by Pyramid Publications.
( 39 )
“Is that why you built this, Professor
Grinbaum—so you could spit on them?”
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine j copyright© 1963 hy Playboy.
( 40 )
Appeared in ARGOSY Magas ine. Used by
permission of Popular Publications, Inc.
( 41 )
“You remind me of myself when I was a young
man, Dirkson; so I’m firing you before you try
to take over the company.”
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine j copyright© 1965 by Playboy.
(42)
From CHICKEN-FRIED FUDGE AND OTHER CARTOON DELIGHTS
by Tom Eaton. Copyright © 1971 by Tom Eaton. Used by
permission of Scholastic Magazines, Inc.
( 43 )
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine i copyright© 1965 by Playboy,
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“And now, enemies of the United States, beware!”
From THE SAVAGE EYE by Brian Savage
.
Copyright© 1971 by Brian Savage, Used
by permission of Dell Publishing Co., Inc,
( 45 )
“They could at least have hanged us in effigy!!”
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine i copyright© i960 by Playboy.
(46)
“Go ahead, I’m waiting until we’re over Washington, D.C.”
From THE SAVAGE EYE by Brian Savage.
Copyright© 1971 by Brian Savage. Used
by permission of Dell Publishing Co., Inc.
(47)
“Offhand, I'd suggest a trial separation.’
From THE AGE OF HILARIOUS edited by Phil Hirsch.
Copyright© 19?1 by Pyramid Publications.
'Pig I'
From THE AGE OF HILARIOUS edited by Phil Hirsch,
Copyright © 1971 by Pyramid Publications,
( 49 )
“God bless the old gentleman.
He simply thrum on controversy.”
From THE SAVAGE EYE by Brian Savage.
Copyright © 1971 by Brian Savage. Used
by permission of Dell Publishing Co., Inc.
"Spat?"
COPYRIGHT TED KEY ( 1969 )
(5D
“There! It went off accidentally attain!
© THE SATURDAY EVENING POST
( 52 )
“Still mad at me, stupid?”
© THE SATURDAY EVENING POST
( 53 )
"Our incentive plan is quite simple. .Make one mistake and you re through!
© THE SATURDAY EVENING POST
( 5*)
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine; copyright © 1970 by Playboy.
( 55 )
: S/Qt&'B
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine j copyright © 1965 by Playboy.
( 56 )
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine i copyright © 1962 by Playboy.
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( 57 )
i
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine; copyright© 1967 by Playboy.
(58)
*
Reproduced by special permission of PLAYBOY
Magazine} copyright © 1966 by Playboy.
( 59 )
Appeared in ARGOSY Magazine. Used by
permission of Popular Publications, Inc
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( 60 )
Drawing by Charles Addamsi
McClure Syndicate Features
APPENDIX B
QUESTIONNAIRES
Staub Scale
Aggression Scale
Internal-External Scale
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Name
:
Age
:
Major Field of Study:
Campus Address:
Campus Telephone:
Home Address:
Indicate when you would be available to participate
in the second part of this experiment by checking
several times in the table below. If you are se -
lected
.
you will be contacted by telephone or by
mail, and it is very important that you show up.
8AM 9AM 10AM 11AM NOON 1PM 2PM 3PM 4PM 5PM 6PM 7PM 8PM 9PM
M on
Tue.
Wed
Thur.
Fri.
Sat.
Sun
.
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This is a -questionnaire to determine the way different
people feel and act in different circumstances, or in general
under most circumstances. Please answer each item by giving
as true a picture of how you act and feel as possible. Read
each item carefully and show to what degree the feeling or
action it describes is true of you by writing the appropriate
number to the left.
If it is very true of you, put down the number +2 in
the space on the left. If it is fairly or to some extent true
of your, write number +1. If you feel the item is equally
true as untrue, write number 0. If it is fairly untrue, or to
some extent untrue of you, write number -1. If what the item
describes is very untrue of you, write number -2 in the space
to the left.
+2 Very true of me +1 Pretty true of me
0 About as much true as untrue
-1 Pretty untrue of me -2 Very untrue of me
1. I often let myself go when I am angry.
2. I often do things for my own personal satisfaction
regardless of whether or not anything is accom-
plished by it.
3. I try to avoid letting other people influence me.
4. I feel that the most important thing to pass on to
one's children is the ability to relax and feel
comfortable with other people.
5. My goal is to consciously and rationally determine
every move I make.
6. I love to talk about my innermost feelings.
7. I constantly desire to be the person in charge of
things.
8. I can get quite heated up over some matter which
interests me.
9. With people's motives varying as much as they do, I
find it necessary to be at least somewhat on guard
in all of my relationships.
10. I am rather spontaneous in speech and action.
11. I always like to know in advance exactly what is
going to happen in a situation.
-3- 177
12. When I get bad news, I hide what I feel and behave
as if I didn't care.
13. I am often influenced in my decisions by my emotional
reactions
.
14. Regardless of the task or game, I feel uncomfortable
doing things I am not good at.
15. I like to keep myself free from emotional entanglements
16. I am uncomfortable in a car when someone else is
driving.
17. I like the idea of having someone know me as well as
I know myself.
18. I am convinced that getting along with people involves
being careful to say the right thing at the right
time
.
19. I find that there are many times when I enjoy sitting
back and letting other people run things.
20. I enjoy being a "mystery" to other people.
21. I am rarely thrilled or excited.
22. I do not like to drink because it may make me do some-
thing which I will regret later.
23. I try to avoid situations in which I might, even tem-
porarily, feel helpless or powerless.
24. I feel there is no such thing as being too "open"
with other people.
25. One of the most important things to me is the ability
to choose or determine my own actions.
26. I am rarely, if ever, able to "let go" and be myself.
27. I am more interested in a person's behavior than in
his inner life.
28. I enjoy being impulsive and not knowing what I am
going to do until I do it.
29. When I am working with someone else on a project that
I care about, I constantly feel like checking up on
him, even though I know he is basically competent.
30. I talk a great deal about myself, my experiences, my
feelings and my ideas.
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31. I am uncomfortable in situations that I cannot immedi-
ately alter, and that require that I "wait and see".
32. If most people knew what I really thought, they
wouldn't like me.
33. I would rather go without something than ask a favor.
34. I tend to express myself passionately, without caution
or restraint.
35. I prefer that people be unable to predict my behavior.
36. I demand independence and liberty above all else.
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The following are some statements on feelings, daydreams,
attitudes and behavior. Read each statement and decide to what
extent it applies to you. Score "1" if the statement is defin-
itely false for you; "4" if it is definitely true. A rating of
"2" will indicate that the statement is mainly false, a rating
of "3" that it is mainly true.
Definitely Mostly Mostly Definitely
Pal a c Fo loo ^rue True
1 2 3 4
Be honest, but do not spend too much time over any one statement.
As a rule, first impressions are as accurate as any.
Any questions?
Remember to note whether the statement refers to feeling,
attitude or behavior and respond accordingly.
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1. Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I
ought to do today.
2. I am usually calm and not easily upset.
3.
I feel that might makes right.
4.
Once in a while I think of things too bad to
talk about.
5.
Life is often a strain for me.
6.
I notice my hand shakes when I try to do
something.
7.
I have daydreams that I make a fool of someone
who knows more than I do. *
8.
I work under a great deal of strain.
9.
I think it is wrong to seek revenge since two
wrongs don't make a right.
10. I am no more nervous than most other people.
11. I have daydreams about hurting someone I don't
like. *
12.
I would rather win than lose a game.
13.
I wish I could find a way to handle my angry
feelings more satisfactorily.
14. If I could get into a movie without paying and
be sure I was not seen I would probably do it.
15. It is foolish to be nice to those who are incon-
siderate
.
16. I try not to let things upset me because I have
such a terrible temper.
17. When embarrassed I often break out in a sweat
which is very annoying.
18. My table manners are not quite as good at home
as when I am out in company.
19. I have a great deal of stomach trouble.
20. When I express my anger, I am usually sorry
afterwards.
* Hostility Scale Items
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21. I blush no more than others.
22. I feel there are situations where one is justi-
fied in hurting another person's feelings.
23. I sweat very easily, even on cool days.
24. I believe that aggressive feelings should be
expressed
.
25. I am a very nervous person.
26. I can never condone physical violence.
27. I wonder why I act so nice to people I can't
stand
.
28. I do not read every editorial in the newspaper
every day.
29. I never get so mad as to feel like beating or
smashing things.
30. When someone annoys me, my first impulse is to
tell him (her) off.
31. I feel anxious about something or someone
almost all of the time.
32. I feel very sorry after telling someone off,
even though he may have deserved it.
33. I have very few headaches.
34. At times I feel like swearing.
35. I fail to defend myself when I should, and I
get overly aggressive when I shouldn't.
36. At times I feel that I am going to crack up.
37. I am not easily angered.
38. Sometimes when I am not feeling well, I am
cross.
39. I find it hard to refuse favors, even to people
I dislike.
40. I do not often notice my heart pounding, and I
am not often short of breath.
* Hostility Scale Items
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41. I picture myself taking revenge on someone I *
dislike
.
42. I have been afraid of things or people that I
know could hurt me.
43.
I feel that people are too much concerned with
satisfying their own desires at the expense
of others.
44. I do not tire quickly.
45. I think of ways to get even with certain
people
.
46. I have nightmares every few nights.
47. We are never really justified in being hostile
to others.
48. My sleep is restless and disturbed.
49. Some of the destructive thoughts I have really
frighten me.
50. I do not always tell the truth.
51. I get angry sometimes.
52. I have diarrhea once a month or more.
53. I do not have unusually strong hostile feelings
and impulses.
54. I do not have as many fears as my friends.
* Hostility Scale Items
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This is a. questionnaire to find out the way in which
certain important events in our society affect different
people. Each item consists of a pair of alternatives letter-
ed a or b. Please select the one statement of each pair
( and only one ) which you more strongly believe to be the case
as far as you're concerned. Be sure to select the one you'd
actually believe to be more true rather than the one you
think you should choose, or the one you would like to be true.
This is a measure of personal belief; obviously there are no
right or wrong answers.
When you have decided which of the statements you
believe to be more true, circle the letter corresponding
to that statement.
Please answer these items carefully but do not spend
too much time on any one item. Be sure to find an answer
for every choice.
In some instances you may discover that you believe
both statements or neither one. In such cases, be sure to
select the one you more strongly believe to be the case as
far as you're concerned. Also try to respond to each item
independently when making your choice; do not be influenced
by your previous choices.
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1. a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish
them too much.
b. The trouble with most children nowadays is that their
parents are too easy with them.
2. a. Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are partly
due to bad luck.
b. People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make.
3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because
people don't take enough interest in politics.
b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people
try to prevent them.
4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in
this world.
b. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes
unrecognized no matter how hard he tries.
5. a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is
nonsense.
b. Most students don't realize the extent to which their
grades are influenced by accidental happenings.
6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective
leader.
b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not
taken advantage of their opportunities.
7. a. No matter how hard you try, some people just don't
like you.
b. People who can't get others to like them don't under-
stand how to get along with others.
8. a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one's
personality.
b. It is one's experiences in life which determine what
they're like.
9. a. I have often found that what is going to happen will
happen
.
b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me
as making a decision to take a definite course of
action.
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10. a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely
if ever such a thing as an unfair test.
b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to
course work that studying is really useless.
11. a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has
little or nothing to do with it.
b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the
right place at the right time.
12. a. The average citizen can have an influence in government
decisions
.
b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there
is not much the little guy can do about it.
13. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make
them work.
b. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because
many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad
fortune anyway.
14. a. There are certain people who are just no good.
b. There is some good in everybody.
15. a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing
to do with luck.
b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by
flipping a coin.
16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky
enough to be in theright place first.
b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon
ability, luck has little or nothing to do with it.
17. a. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are
the victims of forces we can neither understand nor
control
.
b. By taking an active part in political and social affairs
the people can control world events.
18. a. Most people don't realize the extent to which their
lives are controlled by accidental happenings.
b. There really is no such thing as "luck".
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19. a. One should always he willing to admit mistakes,
h. It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.
20. a. It is hard to know whether or not a person really
likes you.
b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a
person you are.
21. a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are
balanced by the good ones.
b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability,
ignorance, laziness, or all three.
22. a. With enough effort we can wipe out political corrup-
tion .
b. It is difficult for people to have much control over
the things politicians do in office.
23. a. Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at
the grades they give.
b. There is a direct connection between how hard I study
and the grades I get.
24. a. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves
what they should do.
b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their
jobs are.
25. a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over
the things that happen to me.
b. It is impossible for rne to believe that chance or luck
plays an important role in my life.
26. a. People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly.
b. There's not much use in trying too hard to please
people if they like you, they like you.
27. a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in school,
b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character.
28. a. What happens to me is my own doing.
b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over
the direction my life is taking.
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29. a. Most of the time I can't understand why politicians
behave the way they do.
b. In the long run the people are responsible for bad
government on a national as well as on a local
level
.
APPENDIX G
SUMMARY OP QUESTIONNAIRE DATA
Staub Scale
Aggression Scale
Internal-External Scale
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summary of staub scale data
Mean Standard Deviation
All Students (n=245) 1.34 11.97
All Subjects (n=120) 1.74 11.60
Internal Subjects (n=60)
-6.53 9.18
External Subjects (n=60) 10.01 11.10
High Aggression Subjects
(n=60 ) 2.15 9.83
Low Aggression Subjects (n=60) 1.23 13.08
Low Control Subjects (n=40) 2.07 14.52
Neutral Control Subjects
(n=40) 1.77 9.74
High Control Subjects (n=40) 1.37 10.19
Low-aggression- Internal
Subjects (n=30) -8.2 10.49
Low Control-LAI (n=10) -9.9 13.51
Neutral -LA I (n=10) -7.3 8.95
High Control-LAI (n=10) -6.9 9.81
Low-aggression- External
Subjects (n=30) 10.7 7.76
Low Control-LAE (n=10) 12.7 8.05
Neutral Control-LAE (n=10) 12.0 7.75
High Control-LAE (n=10) 7.4 6.65
High-Aggression- Internal
Subjects (n=30) -5.03 7.03
Low Control-HAI (n=10) -7.6 . 9.31
Neutral Control-HAI (n=10) -2.6 4.56
High Control-HAI (n=10) -4.9 6.84
High-Aggression-External
Subjects (n=30) 9.3 6.06
Low Control-HAE (n=10) 13*1 7.31
Neutral Control-HAE (n=10) 5.0 1.96
High Control-HAE (n=10) 9.9 4.90
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SUMMARY OP AGGRESSION SCALE DATA
All Students (n=245)
All Subjects (n=120)
Internal Subjects (n=60)
External Subjects (n=60)
High Aggression Subjects
(n=60)
Low Aggression Subjects
(n=60
)
Low Control Subjects (n=40)
Neutral Control Subjects
(n=40)
High Control Subjects (n=40)
Low-aggression- Internal
Subjects (n=30)
Low Control-LAI (n=10)
Neutral Control-LAI (n=10)
High Control-LAI (n=10)
Lov/-aggress ion-External
Subjects (n=30)
Low Control-LAI (n=10)
Neutral Control-LAI? (n=10)
High Control-LAE (n=10)
High-aggression- Internal
Subjects (n=30)
Low Control-HAI (n=10)
Neutral Control-HAI (n=10)
High Control-HAI (n=10)
High-aggression- External
Subjects (n=30)
Lov/ Control-HAE (n=10)
Neutral Control-iiAE (n=10)
High Control-HAE (n=10)
Standard Deviation
17.14 4.08
17.12 3.81
17.05 4.38
17.20 3.20
20.13 2.24
14.01 2.31
17.12 3.85
16.78 4.02
17.32 4.31
13.9 2.26
13.9 2.56
13.1 2.38
14.7 2.00
14.1 2.34
14.3 2.83
13.9 2.92
14.2 1.40
20.2 2.42
19.9 1.91
20.5 2.32
20.20 3.12
20.1 2.16
20.4 2.27
19.6 1.78
20.2 2.53
SUMMARY OF INTERNAL-EXTERNAL SCALE LATA
Mean Standard Ceviation
All Students (n=245) 11.71 4.48
All Subjects (n=120) 11.55 4.02
Internal Subjects (n=60) 8.33 2.64
External Subjects (n=60) 14.76 2.14
High Aggression Subjects
(n=60) 11.70 4.06
Low Aggression Subjects
( n=60
)
11.20 3.98
Lov/ Control Subjects (n=40) 11.72 3.60
Neutral Control Subjects
(n=40) 11.82 4.04
High Control Subjects (n=40) 11.12 4.37
Low-aggress ion- Internal
Subjects (n=30) 8.1 2.81
Lov/ Control-LAI (n=10) 8.5 2.63
Neutral Control-LAI (n=10) 8.0 3.26
High Control-LAI (n=10) 7.7 2.75
Low-aggression-External
Subjects (n=30) 14.4 2.02
Low Control-LAE (n=10) 14.3 2.06
Neutral Control-LAE (n=10) 14.4 1.77
High Control-LAE (n=10) 14.4 2.41
High-aggress ion- Internal
Subjects (n=30) 8.6 2.48
Lov/ Control-HAI (n=10) 9.2 2.09
Neutral Control-HAI (n=10) 9.0 2.05
High Control-HAI (n=10) 7.6 3.09
High-aggress ion- External
Subjects (n=30) 15.2 2.20
Low Control-HAE (n=10) 14.9 1.85
Neutral Control-IIAE (n=10) 15.9 2.28
High Control-HAE (n=10) 14.8 2.48
AP1ENDIX D
INSTRUCTIONS AND RATING SHEETS
DOR CARTOON RATINGS, CARTOON CLASSIFICATION
AND INSTRUCTIONAL SET SELECTION
Instructions for Cartoon Ratings
Cartoon Rating Sheets
Instructions for Cartoon Classification
Cartoon Classification Rating Sheets
Instructions for Instructional Set Selection
Instructional Set Rating Sheet
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1 °?
Name
Age
_
Ma j or
Rate the following cartoons on how funny you think each
one is. The rating scale goes from 1 (Not at all funny) to 10
(Extremely funny). It is important that you be as honest as
possible in your ratings and not spend too much time on any one
cartoon
.
RATING SCALE
12 3
f
4 5
t
6 7 8
i
9 1C
»
Not at all somewhat Moderately Extremely
funny funny funny funny
19412345678
i < i
Not at all Somewhat Moderately
funny funny funny
1
.
26
.
2
.
27 .
3
.
28
.
4
.
29 .
5
.
30 .
6
.
31 .
7
.
32 .
8
.
33 .
9 . 34 .
10
.
35 .
11
.
36 .
12
.
37 .
13
.
38 .
14
.
39 .
15
.
40 .
16
.
41 .
17
.
42 .
18
.
43 .
19
.
44 .
20
.
45 .
21
.
46 .
22
.
47 .
23
.
48 .
24
.
49 .
25
.
50 .
Extremely
funny
51 .
52 .
53 .
54 .
55 .
56 .
57 .
58 .
59 .
60 .
61 .
62
.
63 .
64 .
65 .
66 .
67 .
68
.
69 .
70 .
71 .
72 .
73 .
74 .
75 .
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76 . 101
. 126
.
77 . 102
. 127 .
78 . * 103 . 128 .
79 . 104
. 129 .
80
. 105
. 130 .
81
. 106
. 131 .
82
. 107 . 132 .
83 . 108
. 133 .
84 . 109 . 134 .
85 . 110
. 135 .
86
. 111 . 136 .
87 . 112
. 137 .
88
. 113 . 138 .
89 . 114 . 139 .
90 . 115 . 140 .
91 . 116 . 141 .
92 . 117 . 142 .
93 . 118 . 143 .
94 . 119 . 144 .
95 . 120 . 145 .
96 . 121 . 146 .
97 . 122 . 147 .
98 . 123 . 148 .
99 . 124 . 149 .
100
. 125 . 150 .
Name
Now you are to place each cartoon in one of the four
following categories based on your feelings about the cartoon
and the definitions of the categories.
Highly-aggressive (HA) These cartoons depict the direct ex-
pression of hostile feelings, in which
the undisguised intention is to ridicule,
humiliate, or injure.
Midi y-aggressive (MA) These cartoons depict the expression of
hostile feelings under some control, where
the aggressive intention appears somewhat
diluted. Although the major source of
humor in these cartoons is the expression
of hostile feelings, the affect is some-
what blunted in comparison to the High
Aggressive cartoons.
Nonsense (N) These cartoons depend primarily upon
exaggeration, absurdity, putting together
things that usually don't go together
(incongruity), or surprise for their humor
value. There may be some aggression dis-
played in these cartoons, but it will not
be the source of the humor in the cartoon.
Mixed (M) This category is for those cartoons which
you feel do not fit into any of the above
categories. It should be used only when
you feel strongly that a cartoon will not
fit any of the above categories.
Mark the appropriate letter or letters for the category
you select beside the number corresponding to each cartoon.
High Aggressive - HA Nonsense - N
Mild Aggressive - MA Mixed - M
1 . 26. 51.
2. 27. 52.
3. 28. 53.
4. 29. 54.
5. 30. 55.
6. 31. 56.
7. 32. 57.
8. 33. 58.
9. 34. 59.
10 , 35. 60.
11. 36. 61.
12. 37. 62.
13. 38. 63.
14. 39. 64.
18. 40. 65.
16. 41. 66.
17. 42. 67.
18. 43. 68.
19. 44. 69.
20. 45. 70.
21. 46. 71.
22. 47. 72.
23. 48. 73.
24. 49. 74.
25. 50.
75.
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76 .
77 .
78 .
79 .
80
.
81
.
82
.
83 .
84 .
85 .
86
.
87 .
88
.
89 .
90 .
91 .
92 .
93 .
94 .
95 .
96 .
97 .
98 .
99 .
101
.
102
.
103 .
104
.
105 .
106
.
107
.
108
.
109 .
110
.
111
.
112 .
113 .
114
.
115 .
116 .
117 .
118
.
119 .
120
.
121
.
122
.
123 .
124 .
125 .
126
.
127 .
128
.
129 .
130 .
131 .
132 . .
133 .
134 .
135 .
136 .
137 .
138 .
139 .
140 .
141 .
142 .
143 .
144 .
145 .
146
.
147 .
148 .
149 .
150 .100
INSTRUCTION.!-
You are to read all the following sets of instructions
as if you were going to participate in each of 8 possible
experiments as a subject. Then you are to determine the one
set of instructions which would make you feel that your parti-
cipation in the experiment would have the greatest impact on
the results. Mark the letter corresponding to this set of in-
structions in the space beside the # 1 on your answer sheet.
This rating can also be looked at in terms of your feelings of
control: In which experiment would feel that you as an indivi-
dual had the most control over the final results? A third way
of looking at this rating is in terms of how important you feel
your participation would be to the final outcome of the experi-
ment. After listing your first choice, follow that by listing,
in order, the remaining sets of instructions on this same
dimension. Your eighth choice should be the set of instructions
which would make you feel that your participation would have the
least impact on the results, would make you feel the least con-
trol over the results, and would make you feel the least impor-
tance of your participation.
At the bottom of the answer sheet briefly give the
reasons for your first choice (#1) and your last choice (//8).
Any questions?
00
A.
You are participating in a study to determine the humor
preferences of college students. Previous experimental studies
have shown that a person's ability to rate humor material is
not only related to his sense of humor, but also to his level
of intelligence and his perceptiveness. You will be given a
series of cartoons one at a time and you are to rate each one
on how funny you think it is. The rating scale goes from
1 (Not at all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny). At the <=nd of
the experiment, you will be asked to comment on your reactions
to the cartoons.
B.
You are participating in a study of humor. You are to
rate a series of cartoons on how funny you think each one is.
The rating scale goes from 1 (Not at all funny) to 10 (Extreme-
ly funny). You will be asked some questions at the end of the
experiment.
C.
You are participating in a study to help in the develop-
ment of a humor test for college students. You have been select-
ed from your preliminary tests to help determine the funniness
of a series of cartoons, some of which will become a part of the
final humor test. You will be given the cartoons one at a time
and you are to rate each one on a scale from 1 (Not at all funny)
to 10 (Extremely funny). At the end of the experiment, you will
be asked several questions about your ratings, and will be given
more information about the development of the test.
D.
You are one of several thousand students participating
in a number of experimental studies to determine the funniness
of a series of cartoons. Upon completion of all the studies, a
specific number of students' ratings records will be randomally
selected from each study and their ratings will then be compared
with the same number of students from the other studies. You
will be given the cartoons one at a time, and you are to rate
them on a scale from 1 (Not at all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny).
At the end of the experiment you will be asked some questions.
E.
You are participating in a study to determine the humor
preferences of college students. Previous experimental studies
have shown that a person's ability to rate humor materia] is
based primarily on his spontaneous feelings and has little to
do with his level of intelligence or his perceptiveness. You
will be given a series of cartoons one at a time and you are
to rate each one on how funny you think it is. The rating scale
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goes from 1 (Not at all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny). At the
end of the experiment, you will be asked about your feelings
regarding the study.
17 #
You are participating in a study to determine the kinds
of humor college students prefer most. You will be given a
series of cartoons, one at a time, and you are to rate each one
on how funny you think it is. The rating scale goes from 1 (Not
at all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny). At the end of the exper-
iment, you will be asked some questions regarding your react'
to the experiment.
G.
You are participating in a study to provide norms for
some humor material for college students. Your ratings, along
with other students, will be used to determine the funniness of
a series of cartoons, and will form the basis on which other
studies can be done using these cartoons' ratings. You will be
given a series of cartoons, one at a time, and you are to rate
each one on how funny you think it is. The rating scale goes
from 1 (Not at all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny). At the end
of the experiment, the experimenter will discuss your ratings
with you, and ask you some general questions.
H.
You are participating in a study to determine the humor
preferences of college students. Your ratings will be compared
with those of a group of European university students who have
already completed an experiment similar to this one. You will
be given a series of cartoons, one at a time, and you are to
rate each one on how funny you think it is. The rating scale
goes from 1 (Not at all funny) to 10 (Extremely funny). At
the end of the experiment, the experimenter will be asking you
some questions regarding your ratings and your reactions to the
experiment.
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APPENDIX 3
SUBJECT FEEDBACK
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SUMMARY OF HUMOR EXPERIMENT
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The purpose of this experiment was to investigate the
relationship between a person's feelings of control over him-
self and his reactions to various kinds of humor, especially
humor involving the expression of aggression. Two of the
questionnaires you filled out in the first part of the study
were to measure the extent to which you feel that you control
your life or that your life is controlled by outside sources -
fate, luck, or powerful others. The third questionnaire
measures the intensity of aggressive feelings of which a person
is aware in himself. Based on your scores on these question-
naires, you were placed in a specific group either as an Inter-
nal (a person who feels he controls his life or an External (a
person who feels his life is controlled by others), and as an
High aggression or Low aggression subject.
(Note: If you were not selected for the second part of
the experiment it was because your questionnaire scores did
not meet the criteria previously determined to be necessary to
be in the second part. About one half of all the subjects who
filled out the questionnaires were eligible to be in the second
part of the experiment.
)
In the second part of the study, you read a set of in-
structions, rated sixty cartoons, and then answered two ques-
tions. The instructions were not the same for all subjects.
In fact, there were three different sets of instructions. Ihe
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first set (High Control) were intended to make a subject feel
that he had some control over the outcome of the study and that
his participation^ was important. These instructions emphasized
that the study was to help develop a humor test for college
students. The second set of instructions (Low Control) were
intended to present the opposite message: that the subject
was one of thousands of persons rating the same cartoons, and
that it was possible that his ratings would never be used at
all. To some extent, these instructions involved a "deception"
to establish a sense of more or less control for the subject
in his participation in the study. The third set of instruc-
tions (Neutral) merely stated the experimental procedure in a
straight-forward manner.
It was the general prediction of this study that the
more a person feels in control of himself, the less angry he
will feel in general, and the less funny he will find aggres-
sive humor. Thus, Externals should rate aggressive humor as
funnier than Internals, since they feel less in control of
themselves. Also persons exposed to a situation in which they
have few controls (Low Control instructions) will rate aggres-
sive humor as funnier than persons in a situation where they
are made to feel they have a great deal of control (High Control
condition )
.

